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I n t r o d u c t i o n *
The C r i t i c a l  P h i lo s o p h y  i s , i n  my o p i n i o n , a  w hole  each  
p a r t  o f w h ich  i s  i n  th e  c l o s e s t  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  o t h e r s .  F o r  t h i s  
r e a s o n ,a n d  in  o r d e r  to  p r e p a r e  th e  r e a d e r  f o r  my i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
o f  th e  t h i r d  C r i t i q u e , !  p ro p o se  h e r e  t o  s e t  o u t  hy way o f  
i n t r o d u c t i o n  th e  moBt g e h e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  f i r s t  two 
C r i t i q u e s ,  I  c a n n o t  and n e ed  n o t  a t t e m p t  t o  g iv e  an  a c c o u n t  
o f  th e  many p ro b le m s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  them . I  s h a l l  id e a l  w i t h  them 
o n ly  a s  p a r t s  o f  a  sy s te m  th e  m ain  l i n e s  o f  w hich  m ust be 
g ra s p e d  i f  we a re  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  th e  d e t a i l e d  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
o f  t h a t  p a r t  o f  i t  w i t h  w h ich  we a re  h e r e  c h i e f l y  c o n c e rn e d .
tic: e r a :r : r it  ok p u l i. ix a so k
The p r i n c i p a l  t a s k  w h ich  K an t s e t s  h i m s e l f  i n  th e  C r i t iq u e  
o f  P u re  F-ea a o a  i s  th e  a n a l y s i s  o f  human know ledge i n t o  i t s  
e le m e n t s .  The f i r s t  p a r t  o f  th e  C r i t i q u e  i s  t h e r e f o r e  c a l l e d  
th e  T r a n s c e n d e n t a l  D o c t r in e  o f  -the E le m e n t s .  I t  i s  d iv id e d  i n t o  
th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  A e s t h e t i c  and th e  T r a n s c e n d e n t a l  L o g ic , th e  
fo rm er d e a l i n g  w i t h  i n t u i t i o n  and th e  l a t t e r  w i t h  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  
In  th e  I n t r o d u c t i o n  to  th e  C r i t l q u e ^ o f .. P u re R ea s o n  we f i n d  the  
f o l lo w in g  p a s s a g e s  !lBy way o f  i n t r o d u c t i o n  o r  a n t i c i p a t i o n  we 
need  o n ly  say  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  two s te m s  o f  human know ledge, 
namely s e n s i b i l i t y  and u n d e r s t a n d in g  w h ich  -erhap s  s p r i n g  from 
a  common b u t  t o  u s  u n k n o .n  r o o t .  Through th e  fo rm er  o b j e c t s  a re  
g iv e n  to  u s j t h r o u g h  th e  l a t t e r  th e y  a r e  t h o u g h t .  Now i n  so  f a r  
a s  s e n s i b i l i t y  may be found  to  c o n t a i n  a  p r i o r i  i d e a s  c o n s t i t u t i n g  
th e  c o n d i t i o n ^  u n d e r  w hich  o b j e c t s  a r e  g iv e n  to  u s , i t  w i l l  b e lo n g  
to  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h ix o so p h y .  And s i n c e  th e  c o n d i t i o n s  u n d e r  
which a lo n e  th e  o b j e c t s  o f  human knowledge a r e  g iv e n  m ust p reo e d e  
th o se  u n d e r  w h ich  th e y  a re  th o u g h t  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  d o c t r i n e  
o f s e n s i b i l i t y  w i l l  c o n s t i t u t e  th e  f i r s t  p a r t  o f  th e  s c ie n c e  o f 
th e  e le m e n t s ” se e  h e r e  t h a t  even  b e f o r e  b e g in n in g  to
g r a n t e d , nam ely t h a t  human knowledge depends on som eth ing  t h a t
r e q u i r e s
i s  g iv e n  to  i t .  T h is  f o l lo w s  from th e  f a c t  t h a t  i t
two d i f f e r e n t  s o u r c e s i n t u i t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d in g .
In  so f a r  a s  a l l  o u r  knowledge depende on i n t u i t i o n s , i t  depend*^  
on som eth ing  t h a t  do es  n o t  b e lo n g  to  i t s e l f  b u t  m ust be  g iv e n  
to  i t  from  o u t s i d e .  Human knowledge i s  n e v e r  w h o lly  p r o d u c t iv e  
o f  i t s  o b j e c t ,  efrj-e o t s mue4r-be--givt^i---&o-irt. T h is  i s  a  f a c t  
w hich  f o r  Kant i s  beyond a i l  shadow o f  doubt^ and does  n o t  r e q u i r e  
any p r o o f a/~The T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  A e s t h e t i c  beginB w i th  th e  fo l lo w in g  
w o r d s j" In  w h a te v e r  manner and by w h a te v e r  m ean s-a^modo of 
knowledge may r e l a t e  to  o b j e c t s . i n t u i t i o n  i s  t h a t  th ro u g h  w hich
s e t  f o r t h  h i s  a rgum ent K an t t a k e s  one fund&ae nt-a l  f a o t  f o r
2 .
i t  i s  i n  im m ed ia te  r e l a t i o n  to  th em ,an d  from  w hich  a l l  th o u g h t  
g a i n s  i t s  m a t e r i a l .  B u t  i n t u i t i o n  t a k e s  p l a c e  o n ly  i n  so f a r  a s  
th e  o b j e c t  i s  g iv e n  to  u s .  T h is  a g a in  i s  o n ly  p o s s i b l e , t o  man a t  
l e a s t , i n  so  f a r  a s  the  mind i s  a f f e c t e d  i n  a  c e r t a i n  way. The 
c a p a c i t y ( r e c e p t i v i t y ) f o r  r e c e i v i n g  I d e a s  th ro u g h  th e  mode i n  
w hich we a re  a f f e c t e d  b \  o b j e c t s , i s  e n t i t l e d  s e n s i b i l i  oy.
O b je c ts  a r e  g iv e n  to  u s  by  means o f  s e n s i b i l i t y  and i t  a lo n e  y i e l d s  
ue i n t u i t i o n s  % th e y  a r e  th o u g h t  th ro u g h  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,a n d  from  
the u n d e r s t a n d i n g  a r i s e  c o n c e p t s . B u t  a i r  t h o u g h t  m u s t , d i r e c t l y  
o r  i n d i j  e c t l y , b y  way o f  c e r t a i n  c h a r a c t e r s , r e l a t e  u l t i m a t e l y  to  
i n t u i t i o n s , a n d  t h e r e f o r e  w i t h  u s , t o  s e n s i b i l i t y , b e c a u s e  i n  no 
o t h e r  way can  an o b j e c t  be g iv e n  to  us'.'(B33) T h is  i s  a  b e l i e f  
w hich K ant m a i n t a i n s  th ro u g h o u t  h i s  p h i lo s o p h y , and i t  h a s  to  be 
n o te d  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  t h a t  th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  / . e s t h e t i c  c a n n o t  be 
p r o p e r l y  unde -s too d  u n l e s s  we a r e  aware o f  th e  a s su m p tio n  on w hich  
i t  i s  based^-nameiy^-thart ifuman knowledge i s  in c a p a b le  o f  p ro d u c in g  
an o b j e c t ,  and t h a t  i ~t  d ep en ds  on so m e th in g  t h a t  i s  g iv e n  to  h i t .  
a nd-wi-th- r e g a r d  t o  w hich—irt  i s  mer e ly  -p a s s i v e .
The s p e c i a l  t a s k  w hich  K ant s e t s  h i m s e l f  i n  the  
A e s t h e t i c  i s  to  shov; t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  a  p r i o r i  fo rm s o f  i n t u i t i o n ,  
and t h i s  t a s k  he b e l i e v e s  can  be a cco m p lish ed , i f  i t  can  be
A
shown t h a t  o b j e c t s , i f  th e y  a r e  to  a p p e a r  t o  u s ,m u s t  conform  to  
c e r t a i n  form a o f  i n t u i t i o n .  Space and tim e a r e  shown to  be such  
a p r i o r i  f o r m s , f o r  o b j e c t s  c a n n o t  even be g iv e n  t o  u s a a n le a g  th e y  
have been  made s u b j e c t  t o  them . At th e  same tim e we can  show ( a ) t h a t  
th e y  a r e  p u re  fo rm s ,a n d  ( b ) t h a t  th e y  p r e s e n t  u s  w i th  a w o r ld  o f  
mere a p p e a ra n c e s  and^o-t-^wi-th- a  w o r ld  o f  t h in g s  i n  th e m s e lv e s .
Spae* and tim e a re  fo rm a l  and s u b j e c t i v e  c o n d i t io n d  o f  a p p e a ra n c e s .  
*1° o b j e c t s  can  a p p e a r  t o  us in d e p e n d e n t ly  o f  thesii rm s. They
fo rm s b e c a u se  e v e ry  o b j e c t  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  n u s t  conform  
to  them ;they are p r i o r  to  th e  a c t u a l  o b j e c t . At th e  aeme time i t
m ust be borne in  mind t h a t  th e s e  n e c e s s a r y  and a  p r io r i  c o n d i t i o n s  m
e x p e r i e n c e  r e v e a l  to  u s  a  w o rld  o f  mere a p p ea ra n c e  s^-and 
■wat we have to  p re su p p o se  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  w o rld  o f  t h in g s  i n
/
3 • , i
/vv Cr\py^\' wr
th e m s e lv e s  which i s  f u n d a m e n ta l ly  d i f f e r e n t ^  from  ou r  own w o rld  
b e c a u s e  i t  i s  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  th e  s u b j e c t i v e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  our 
e x p e r i e n c e j i h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw een  things i n  th e m s e lv e s  and 
.mere a p p e a ra n c e s  is a b s o l u t e l y  e s s e n t i a l  t o  ?>.ant’ s  a rgum ent*
tvOSy frJt Let. V1-
T h is  fo-tiow s from  th e  f a c t  t h a t  h e  b e l i e v e s  -tte-afc i t  would be 
im p o s s ib le  t o  e s t a b l i s h  the  a  p r i o r i  v a l i d i t y  o f  sp a c e  and  o f  
t im e u n l e s s  we were aware ©•*—the—frv r t  t h a t  ou r  w o r ld  was a  w o r ld  
o f  mere a p p e a ra n c e s  a s  d i s t i n c t  from  t h i n g s  i n  th e m se lv e s  
Jf £ e  o b j e c t s  t h a t  w ere  p r e s en te d  to—tre w ere  t i l i n g s  i n  tn em ee lv ep
iJ ive/'-ia
t h a t  i s  t o  s a y ^ in d e p e n d e n t  o f  th e  mind t h a t  knows t h e m , i t  would
be a b s o l u t e l y  i m p o s s i b l e , a c c o r d in g  to  iC a n t . to  have  any  a  p r i o r i
■/a?..wi <9 ‘’/•j?' ■-* /oi ‘•'i'-
ln o w led g e  o f  -s-uoh o b jeefcs . I t  i s  t h e i r  v e r y  S u b j e c t i v i t y  w hich
makes i t  p o s s i b l e  to  a t t r i b u t e  a  p r i o r i  v a l i d i t y  to  th em .They
a re  fo rm s w hich  th e  human mind im poses  upon i t s  o b j e c t s , and
b e c a u se  t h i s  i s  so  i t  can -be s a i d  t h a t  i n  t h i s  r e s t r i c t e d  s e n s e ,
nam ely a s  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  mere a p p e a r a n c e s , t h e y  a r e  n e c e s s a r y  and
a  p r i o r i  fo rm s .  T h e ir  ob j-e-d-i-v-e—v-fo-1-141-ty -ls—due  t o  --the f -ae t  ■ t h a t
fa v e r  y  appe a r  an  ew -must - c o n fo rm - to  -them-»They a r e  p r io r - . to -  the- a c  t u a l
o b j  e  e t- ,be«auae- -in -ord«T™'to ba<roiae—ari - .o b je e t  -an - a p p ea ra n c e  ~~raus t
have*■■bee-rr-f-ormfcd--b-::"'them. "Were i n t u i t i o n  o f  su ch  a  n a tu r e  a s  to
r e p r e s e n t  t h i n g s  a s  th e y  a re  i n  th e m s e lv e s , i n t u i t i o n  co u ld  n o t  tak-
p la c e  a p r i o r i , b u t  m ust be a lw ays  e m p i r i c a l . F o r  I can  o n ly  know
w hat i s  c o n ta in e d  in  th e  o b j e c t  in  i t s e l f  when i t  i s  p r e s e n t  and
g iv e n  to  me. I t  i s  in d e e d  even  th e n  in c o m p re h e n s ib le  how th e
Co
i n t u i t i o n  o f  a  p r e s e n t  t h in g  sh o u ld  make me kno^ tn e  t h in g  a s  i t  
i s  i n  i t s e l f , a t  i t s  p r o p e r t i e s  c a n n o t  m ig r a te  i n t o  my f a c u l t y  o f  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n j b u t  even  g r a n t i n g  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y , a n  i n t u i t i o n  of 
t h a t  s o r t  would n o t  ta k e  p la c e  a  p r i o r i , t h a t  i s , b e f o r e  th e  o b j e c t  
were p r e s e n t e d  to  m e j fo r  w i th o u t  t h i s  l a t t e r  f a c t  no ground o f  
r e l a t i o n  betw een my r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  and the  o b j e c t  can be im agined? 
i t  m ust th e n  depend upon d i r e c t  i n s p i r a t i o n  (E in g e b u n g ) .  I t  i s  
t h e r e f o r e  o n ly  p o s s i b l e  i n  one way f o r  my i n t u i t i o n  to  a n t i c i p a t e  
th e  a c t u a l i t y  o f  th e  o b j e c t ; a n d  to  be c o g n i t i o n  a  p r i o r i ; i f  i t  
( th e  in t u i t io n )  c o n ta in s  n o th in k  b u t  th e  form o f  the  s e n s i b i l i t y
I
4 .
■which p re c e d e s  i n  me a l l  the  a c t u a l  im p r e s s io n s  tu ro u g h  w h ich  . 1. 
am a f f e c t e d  by o b . l d c t s .ffor I  can know a  p r i o r i , t h a t  o b j e c t s  oi 
s e n se  can  o n ly  be i n t u i t e d  a c c o rd in g  to  t h i s  fo rm  o f  th e  s e n su o u s  
i n t u i t i o n *  Hence i t  f o l l o w s : t h a t  p r o p o s i t i o n s , w h i c h  c o n c e rn  t h i s  
fo rm  o f  s e n su o u s  i n t u i t i o n  o n l y , a r e  p o s s i b l e  and -valid f o r  o b j e c t s  
o f  th e  s e n s e s ;  a s  a l s o , c o n v e r s e l y , t h a t  i n t u i t i o n s  w hich  a r e  p o s s i b l e  
a  p r i o r i  can  n e v e r  c o n c e rn  any o t h e r  t h in g s  th a n  o b j e c t s  o f  ou r
c e n s e s " .  (P ro le g o m e n a $ 9  ) . __ / Thus i t  seems an i f  i n  th e
T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  A e s t h e t i c  and in  th e  c o r r e s p o n d in g  p a s s a g e s  o f  th e  
P r o l egomena K an t w ere  s e t t i n g  f o r t h  th e  f o l lo w in g  d o c t r i n e .  Our 
w o r ld  i s  a  w o r ld  o f  mere a p p e a r a n c e s ,  'fe  can  p ro v e  t h a t  c e r t a i n  
fo rm s o f  i n t u i t i o n  a r e  p r i o r  to  a c t u a l  e x p e r i e n c e  b e ca u se  th e y  
can  be shown to  be n e c e a s a r y  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  o u r  w o rld  o f  a p p e a r a n c e s .  
Beyond t h i s  w o r ld  t h e r e  ^ e i s t o a  w o r ld  o f  t h i n g s  i n  t h e m s e lv e s .  We 
have  no a  p r i o r i  know ledge o f  o u r  own w o r ld  e x c e p t  th e  know ledge 
t h a t  i t  m ust conform  to  c e r t a i n  fo rm s.T h e  m a t t e r  w hich  i s  c o n ta in e d  
i n  i t  b e lo n g s  to  th e  w o r ld  o f  t h in g s  i n  t h e m s e lv e s , and c a n n o t  be 
known by  u s  a  p r i o r i  g i t  i s  s im p ly  g iv e n  to  u s .T h e  w o rld  o f  t h i n g s  
i n  th e m se lv e s  a p p e a r s  to  u s  u n d er  th e  form s oi sp a ce  and t im e ?w hich  
a r e  m e re ly  s u b j e c t i v e , b e lo n g in g  to  th e  human mind w hich  im po ses  them 
upon th e  g iv e n  m a t t e r .  "T hat i n  th e  a p p e a ra n c e  w hich  c o r re s p o n d s  
to  s e n s a t i o n  I  te rm  i t s  m a t t e r ;b u t  t h a t  w hich  so d e te rm in e s  th e  
m a n i fo ld  o f  a p p e a ra n c e  t h a t  i t  a l lo w s  o f  b e in g  o rd e re d  in  c e r t a i n  
r e l a t i o n s , I  te rm  th e  form  o f  a p p e a ra n c e .  T h a t i n  w h ic h  a lo n e  th e  
s e n s a t i o n s  can be  p o s i t e d  and o r d e r e d  i n  a  c e r t a i n  fo rm ,c a n n o t  
i t s e l f  be s e n s a t i o n ; a n d  t h e r e f o r e , w h i l e  th e  m a t t e r  o f  a l l  a p p e a ra n c e  
i s  g iv e n  to  u s  a  p o s t e r i o r i  o n l y , i t s  form  m ust l i e  r e a d y  f o r  the  
■ •n aation s a  p r i o r i  i n  th e  m in d ,an d  so  m ust a l lo w  o f  b e in g
5 0
3(j.
c o n s id e r e d  a p a r t  f  rom s e n s a t i o n "  (E Vb) •
I t  a p p e a r s ,h o w e v e r , on c l o s e r  e x a m in a t io n  o f  K a n t ’ s  
a rgum en t t h a t  th e  a c c o u n t  w h ich  we have  g iv e n  o f  i t  w h i le  n o t  
e x a c t l y  e r r o n e o u s  i s  y e t  3 0  in c o m p le te  t h a t  i t  a m o u n t s  t o  a  
m i s r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  K a n t ' s  -tr u e  d o c t r i n e .  We have  s e e n  t h a t  
K ao J/ 's  d i s t i n c t i o n  bwtween a  w o rld  o f  a p p e a ra n c e s  and a  w o rld  o f  
t h i n g s  i n  th e m s e lv e s  i s  to  be t a k e n  q u i t e  s e x 0 . o u s l y » i f  o n ly
ft'
b e c a u s e  he  i s  c o n v in c e d  t h a t  i t  would be im p o s s ib le  to  u n d e r s t a n d  
th e  n a tu r e  o f  o u r  know ledge and i t r  o b j e c t s  w i th o u t  c o n t r a s t i n g
H o  t l j s j  h  '-1 ?,
o u r  o b j e c t s ,  w i th  o b j e c t s  a s  th e y  a r e  i n  t h e m s e lv e s # th a t  i s  a s  th e y  
A
e x i s t  in d e p e n d e n t ly  o f  our m in d s .  We sh o u ld  how ever m is u n d e r s ta n d  
K ant c o m p le te ly  i f  we th o u g h t  t h a t  he  r e g a r d e d  th e  t h in g  i n  i t s e l f  
a s  a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  m a t e r i a l  s u b s ta n c e  w hich  e x e r c i s e d  3ome 
m y s te r io u s  i n f l u e n c e  upon th e  knowing m in d . Such an  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
o f  K a n t 's  d o c t r i n e  would o v e r lo o k  the  f a c t  th a t^ c o n v in c e d  as  
K ant i s  t h a t  t h e r e  m ust e x i s t  a  t h i n g  i n  i t s e l f  beyond ou r  w o rld  
o f  a p p e a ra n c e s^ h e  a l s o  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  we a r e  a b s o l u t e l y  in c a p a b le  
o f  fo rm in g  any c o n c e p t io n  o f  i t s  n a t u r e .  Owing to  the  n a tu r e  o f  
ou r  knowledge we a re  u n a b le  to  a c q u i r e  any knowledge o f  i t .  T h in g s  
i n  th e m se lv e s  a r e  o b j e c t s  w hich  a re  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  sp a ce  and 
t ira e^  S in ce  our  knowledge depends e n t i i e l y  on i t s  own s u b j e c t i v e  
c o n d i t i o n s # i t  f o l lo w s  t h a t  we c a n n o t  a c q u i r e  any i d e a  of su ch  
th in g s .T h u s  i t  may be a s s e r t e d ( a ) t h a t  ou r  w o rld  i s  a  w orld  o f  
mere a p p e a ra n c e s  and t h a t  we have  t o  assume th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  
t h in g s  i n  th e m s e lv e s ,a n d  (b) t h a t  we have  no c o n c e p t io n ,n o t  even  
th e  m ost im p e r f e c t  o n e ,o f  th e  n a tu r e  o f  th e s e  t h i n g s .  An i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n  o f  K a n t ' s  p h i lo s o p h y  h a s  to  pay  a t t e n t i o n  to  both  
o f  t h e s e  a s s e r t i o n s ,  and we sh o u ld  m i s r e p r e s e n t  h i s  argum ent i f  
we b e l i e v e d  e i t h e r  t h a t  he d id  n o t  a c t u a l l y  b e l i e v e  i n  the  
e x i s t e n c e  of t h in g s  i n  th em se lv e s  o r  t h a t  he  b e l i e v e d  th a t  th e  
human mind c o u ld  have any knowledge o f  theia^_[what makes th e  
u n d e r s ta n d in g  o f  K a n t ' s  d o c t r i n e  so d i f f i c u l t  as long  a s  we a re
I
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co n ce rn e d  w i th  th e  T r a n s c e n d e n t a l  A e s t h e t i c  a lo n e  i s  the  f a c u  
t h a t  K an t d o es  n o t  t h e r e  g iv e  a  f u l l  a c c o u n t  o f  h i s  d o c t r i n e .
I t  h a s  to  he n o te d  t h a t  K an t h i m s e l f  s a y s  t h a t  i n  th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  
A e s t h e t i c  he i s  i s o l a t i n g  s e n s i b i l i t y , and t h a t  i n  t h a t  p a r t  o f  th e  
C r i t i q ue he does n o t  ta k e  any  a c c o u n t  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  a s  an 
e le m e n t  in  k n o w led g e . T h a t  i s  why i t  i s  im p o s s ib le  to  u n d e r s ta n d  
th e  d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  t h i n g  in  i t s e l f  from th e  p o i n t  o f  v iew  o f  th e  
A e s t h e t i c .  F o r  a c c o r d in g  to  K a n t ’ s d o c t r in e ,a t>  we s h a l l  see  i n  
, t h e  p r i n c i p a l  r e a s o n  why we a re  e x c lu d e d  from a l l  
knowledge o f  t h i n g s  i n  th e m s e lv e s  i s  t h a t  we do n o t  p o s s e s s  an 
i n t e l l e c t u a l  i n t u i t i o n  o r an i n t u i t i v e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g .  I t  i s  
o b v io u s  t h a t  we c a n n o t  hope to  u n d e r s t a n d  w hat t h i s  means a s  
lon g  a s  we a re  c o n c e rn e d  w i th  i n t u i t i o n  a lo n e  and know n o th in g  
o f  the  second  e le m e n t  i n  human kn ow ledge , nam ely  u n d e r s t a n d in g .
I t  is^ however i n t e r e s t i n g  to  n o te  t h a t  th e  d o c t r i n e  o f  the  
i n t e l l e c t u a l  ± 4 t u i t i o n  or i n t u i t i v e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  i s  a l r e a d y  
m en tio n ed  to w ard s  th e  end o f  th e  A e s t h e t i c .  We l e a r n  t h e r e  t h a t  
an i n t e l l e c t u a l  i n t u i t i o n  would be a b s o l u t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from 
ou r  own ip  so  f a r  a s  i n t u i t i o n  and th in k i n g  would be one and the
same a c t  f o r  a  mind t h a t  p o s s e s s e d  i t .  I t  i s  e a sy  to  see  th a t
iU M .
i n  o r d e r  to  u n d e rs ta n d  t h i s  s t r a n g e  d o c t r i n e  we should  have to  
c o n s u l t  th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  A n a ly t i c  -  t h a t  p a r t  o f  th e  C r i t i q u e  
o f  Pure  R eason  w h ich  d e a l s  w i th  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g .  At f i r s t  s i g h t ,  
h o w e v e r , i t  m ig h t  seem as i f  th e  A n a ly t i c  te n d e d  to  c o m p lic a te  
our prob lem  r a t h e r  th a n  to  h e lp  u s  to  s o lv e  i t .  For we f i n d  t h e r e  
a g yoa t many s t a t e m e n t s  w hich n o t  o n ly  c o n t r a d i c t  one another  
b u t  a ls o  seem to  be in c o m p a t ib le  w i th  th e  d o c t r i n e  whioh in  s e t  
f o r t h  in  the  A e s t h e t i c .
The f i r s t  q u e s t io n  w i th  w hich  T ra n s c e n d e n ta l  
Logic h a s  to  c o n c e rn  i t s e l f  i s  ;  V/hat i s  the  fu n d am en ta l  d i f f e r e n c e  
betw een i n t u i t i o n  and u n d e r s ta n d in g ?  K a n t 's  answ er i s  t h a t  our
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  possesses a  f a c u l t y  o f  s p o n t a n e i t y  w h ich  i n t u i t i o n
A
l a c k s  even  i n  i t s  fo rm s o f  sp a c e  and t im e .  I n t u i t i o n  a s  su c h  i s
' A
m e r e ly  s e n su o u s  and p a s s i v e . , T h e  knowing mind r e g a r d e d  a s  a
«v ••• v  a
» & re ly - iR 'tu i- t ' iv e  f a c u l t y ^ r e c e i v e s  o b j e c t s  a s  th e y  a r e  g iv e n  t o  i t  
and d o e s  n o t  e x e r c i s e  any a c t i v i t y  o f  i t s  own. F o r  an o b j e c t  to  
be known by  u s  we m ust p o s s e s s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  com bin ing  ou r  -i d e a e ,  
and  th iB  i s  t h e  w ork o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g .O u r  knowledge th u s  ,
A j X - •. i . /  I
depends on two c j n d i t i o n d  ( a ) t h a t ' i d e a s  can  be g iv e n  to  u s^w h ich  
i s  made p o s s i b l e  by J6/  i n t u i t i o n , a n d  (b) t h a t - i d e a s  can  be combined 
w hich  i s  th e  work o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g ^ F ro m  t h i s  i t  can  be i n f e r r e d  
t h a t  i n t u i t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d in g  b e lo n g  t o g e t h e r .  I n t u i t i o n  can  
a c h ie v e  n o th in g  w i t h o u t  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,a n d  u n d e r s t a n d in g  n o t h in g  ,
w i t h o u t  i n t u i t i o n ; t h e y  m ust work t o g e t h e r .  Our u n d e r s t a n d in g  
c a n n o t  p ro d u ce  id e -a s - ; i t  can  m e re ly  combine i d e a s  whioh a r e  g i v en  
t a —it*. The c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  would be empty and  d e v o id  
o f  a l l  m eaning  u n l e s s  th e y  were c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  r e f e r r e d  to  
g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n s , a n d  o u t  i n t u i t i o n s  would be b l i n d  i f  we were 
u n a b le  t o  combine them . N e i t h e r  o f  th e s e  two f a c u l t i e s  o f  th e  mind 
i s  t o  be p r e f e r r e d  to  th e  o t h e r , f o r  w i th o u t  i n t u i t i o n  n o th in g
would be  g iv e n  to  u s  and w i t h o u t  u n d e r s t a n d in g  we sh o u ld  be u n a b le
'pxj'
th e y  a re  e n t i r e l y  d e p e n d e n t  on one a n o th e r  th e y  c a n n o t  i n t e r c h a n g e  
t h e i r  f u n c t i o n s .  U n d e rs ta n d in g  i s  in c a p a b le  o f  i n t u i t i n g , a n d  jL 
i n t u i t i q n  i s  i n c a p a b le  o f  t h i n k i n g .  " The u n d e r s t a n d in g  h a s  th u s  
so  f a r  been  e x p la in e d  m e re ly  n e g a t i v e l y , a s  a  n o n - s e n a ib l e  f a c u l t y  
o f  k now ledge . Now s i n c e  w i t h o u t  s e n s i b i l i t y  we c a n n o t  have  any 
i n t u i t i o n , u n d e r s t a n d i n g  c a n n o t  be a  f a c u l t y  o f  i n t u i t i o n .  B u t 
b e s id e s  i n t u i t i o n  t h e r e  i s  no o t h e r  mode o f  knowledge e x c e p t  by 
means o f  c o n c e p t s .  The knowledge y i e l d e d  by u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,o r  a t  
l e a s t  by the  human u n d e r s t a n d in g ,m u s t  t h e r e f o r e  be by means o f  
c o n o e p te .a n d  b o  i s  n o t  i n t u i t i v e , b u t  d i s c u r s i v e .  Whereas a l l
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i n t u i t i o n s ,a s  s e n s i b l e , r e s t  on a f f e c t io n s ,c o n c e p t s  r e s t  on fu n c tio n ,  
By ’ fu n c t io n '  I mean the u n ity  o f  th e  a c t  o f  b r in g in g  v a r io u s  
id e a s  under one common id e a .C o n c e p ts  are b ased  on th e  s p o n ta n e ity  
o f  t h o u g h t ,s e n s ib le  i n t u i t i o n s  on the r e c e p t i v i t y  o f  im p r e ss io n s" .
fa r  we have seen  no rea so n  why we sh ou ld  b e l ie v e  th e t  the  
co n cep ts  o f  the u n d erstan d in g  are  n e c e ss a r y  a p r io r i  c o n d it io n s
our u n d erstan d in g  i s  a  d is c u r s iv e  f a c u lty * th a t  i s  to  say  a 
f a c u l t y  o f  mere th o u g h t,a n d  th a t  o b j e c t s  are g iv e n  to  us
in d ep en d en tly  o f  th e  u n d ersta n d in g , why sh ou ld  we b e l ie v e  th a»
th ese  o b je c t s ?  We have su cceed ed  in  showing th a t  the pure form s 
o f  i n t u i t  io n ,  name l y - a ^ ^ o - and tim e ,  are n e c e ss a r y  and a p r io r i  
c o n d it in d so f  e x p e r ie n c e , b u t o n ly  because we were a b le  to  show 
th a t o b je c t s  cou ld  n o t be g iv e n  to  u s , t h a t  i s  to  say th ey  cou ld  
n o t be c o n te n ts  o f  a c tu a l e x p e r ie n c e  u n le s s  th ey  were fa sh io n ed  
by th ese  form s. But how can the same h o ld  o f  the co n cep ts o f  the  
understanding,^  p-ln o e  o b je c t s  call be g iv e n  to  us w ith o u t any 
r e fe r e n c e  to  theBe co n cep ts?  "O bjects m a y ,th e re fo re ,a p p ea r  to  us 
w ith o u t th e ir  b e in g  under the n e o e s s i t y  o f  b e in g  r e la td d  to  the  
fu n c t io n s  o f  the un derstan d in g{an d  u n d erstan d in g  need n o t , t h e r e f o r e ,  
c o n ta in  th e ir  a  p r io r i  c o n d it io n s .  Thus a  d i f f i c u l t y  such as we 
d id  n o t m eet w ith  in  the f i e l d  o f  s e n s i b i l i t y  i s  h ere p r e se n te d , 
nam ely,how s u b je c t iv e  c o n d it io n s  o f  th o i^ h t oan have o b je c t iv e  
v a l i d i t y , t h a t  i s , c a n  fu r n ish  c o n d it io n s  o f  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  
a l l  knowledge o f o b j e c t s ."  (B 1 2 2 , )  "That o b je c t s  o f  s e n s ib le  
in t u i t io n  must conform  to  the form al c o n d it io n s  o f  s e n s i b i l i t y  
»M sh  i i e a p r io r i  in  the mind i s  e v id e n t  , because o th erw ise  th ey  
would n ot be o b je c t s  fo r  u s .B u t th a t  th ey  must l ik e w is e  conform  
to  the c o n d it io n s  w hich the u n d erstand in g  r e q u ir e s  fo r  the  
s y n th e t ic  u n ity  o f  th o u g h t ,is  a c o n c lu s io n  the grounds o f  which
(B 9 2 ,9 3 ) ,
o f  our e x p e r ie n c e  o f  o b j e c t s .  For s in c e I t  h as been  shown th a t
to y  c w
the c o n c ep ts  o f  the u n d erstan d in g  a r e  n e c e ssa r y , f o r  know ledge o f
0/ W
a r e  "by no means so o b v io u s M (I31»i2*Xki3)« "E u t s i n c e  i n t u i t i o n  
standB  i n  no need  w h a ts o e v e r  o f  th e  f u n c t i o n s  o f  t h o u g h t ,
a p p e a ra n c e s  w ould  none th e  l e s s  p r e s e n t  o b j e c t s  to  ou r  i n t u j  
r (B 1 2 3 )•
_\Thus i t  m ig h t  seem im p o s s ib le  to  e s t a b l i s h  th e  o b j e c t ­
iv e  v a l i d i t y  o f  th e  c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g .  T h is  c o u ld  be 
a c h ie v e d  o n ly  i f  we c o u ld  show t h a t  th o u g h t  was a s  n e c e s s a r y  a s  
i n t u i t i o n  f o r  th e  b u i l d i n g  up o f  th e  w o r ld  o f  a p p e a ra n c e s .  That 
t h i s  i s  a c t u a l l y  th e  c a se  c an  be shown i n  th e  f o l lo w in g  m anner. 
What d i s t i n g u i s h e s  th o u g h t  from  i n t u i t i o n  i s  the f a c u l t y  w h ich  
thought p o s s e s s e s  o f  com bin ing  - o f  th e mi-a d .
p r’e -se* t^ d ' '- t -o ^  M oreover we can  sa y  t h a t  s h o u ld  su c h  a
/ulM s
c o m b in a t io n  o f  -id e a s  ta k e  p l a c e  i t  c o u ld  n o t  be a s c r i b e d  to  the  
o b j e c t  but w ould  have  to  be r e g a r d e d  a s due to  some a c t i v i t y  o f  
th e  human m ind. T h a t  a n y th in g  in  an  o b j e c t ^  s h o u ld  be combined,^— 
t h i s  i s  so m e th in g  o f  w h ich  we c a n n o t  become aware by means o f  
an i n t u i t i o n , n e i t h e r  can we d e r i v e  i t  from  th e  o b j e o t  i t s e l f .
We a r e  in c a p a b le  o f  p r e s e n t i n g  to  o u r s e l v e s  any c o m b in a t io n  i n  
th e  o b j e c t  u n l e s s  we o u r s e l v e s  have  b r o u g h t  i t  a b o u t .  "But th e  
c o m b in a t io n ( c o n j u n c t i p ) o f  a  m a n i fo ld  i n  g e n e r a l  can n e v e r  come 
to  u s  th ro u g h  th e  s e n s e s , a n d  c a n n o t , t h e r e f o r e , be a l r e a d y  
c o n ta in e d  I n  th e  p u re  form  o f  s e n s i b l e  i n t u i t i o n .  For i t  i s  an  a c t
/S -J?  «A- a *  ■- v ''* - r  ? /> c . C
o f  s p o n t a n e i t y  o f  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  -ide a s ; a n d  s in c e  t h i s  f a c u l t y ,  
to  d i s t i n g u i s h  i t  from  s e n s i b i l i t y , m u B t  be e n t i t l e d  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  
a l l  c o m b in a t io n  -  be we c o n s c io u s  o f  i t  o r  n o t , b e  i t  a  c o m b in a t­
ion  of th e  m a n i fo ld  o f  i n t u i t i o n , e m p i r i c a l  o r  n o n -e m p ir ic a l,o r  
o f  v a r i o u s  c o n c e p ts  -  i s  an a c t  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g .  To t h i s  a c t  
the g e n e r a l  t i t l e  ’ s y n th e s i s *  m&y be a s s i g n e d , a s  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  
we cannot r e p r e s e n t  to  o u r s e l v e s  a n y th in g  a s  combined i n  th e  
o b j e c t  w hich  we have  n o t  o u r s e l v e s  p r e v i o u s l y  com bined ,and  t h a t  
o f  a l l  -id e as- c o m b in a t io n  i s  th e  o n ly  one v/hichjcannot be  g iv e n
1 0 .
th ro u g h  o b j e c t s .  B e ing  an  a c t  o i  th e  s e l f - a c t i v i t y  oi' th e  s u b j e c t *
i t  c a n n o t  be e x e c u te d  sav e  by th e  s u b j e c t  i t s e l f " (B 1 2 9 *13 0) .
A.tA i->vs» ■,/<-; -r. f.
/  I f  we a r e  to  b e  c a p a b le  o f  com bin ing  d i f f e r e n t  i d e a s  we m u st 
p o s s e s s  a  f a c u l t y  by means o f  w h ic h  we a r e  av/are b o th  o f  the  
d i v e r s i t y  o f —our—i d e a s  and  o f  t h e i r  u n i t y  .K a n t  te rm s  t h i s  
fu n d a m e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  a l l  s y n t h e s i s  ’ a p p e r c e p t i o n ’ . S e n s i b i l i t y
\sift*,.
and i n t u i t i o n  present u s  with nothing b u t  a m a n i f o ld  o f - i d e a s* 
3he-mnind--ee»6-a^te4££-&-*u—a^-m ^r-e-l^-eem H io-us-factrtty 'is—e n t i  r e l y  
-pagsfve-r and th e -  - 4 i f f  aren-t- -ideas-- whi oh- -a r a - g r e s-en t e d - f r o - i t - h a v e
rkd
no c o n n e c t io n  w i t h  one a n o t h e r .  I f  t h e s e —M eae- a r e  t o  b e lo n g  to
fK> * I'iifc* 'I'k-C- *-«/** ? USu**
one s u b j e c t  v /h ieh  i s  av/are o f  t h e i r  be ;.ng i t s  i d e a s  v/e s h a l l
^  /‘ v* *
r e q u i r e  a  p r i n c i p l e  d i f f e r e n t  from  mere. s e n s i b i l i t y . B o r  .-attr^idaaB 
c o u ld  n o t  p r o p e r l y  -fee c a l l e d  ou¥—id e a s -  i f  we were i n c a p a b le  o f
■Mstt '.ft. ! yt>,0 c/
knowing t h a t  th e y  b elon ged  -t o  one and th e  same mind} i f —th e y  d id
-they-wau-M -heve—n otiiiB g" *o^ to~ e± th er  -wi t h  oae-a n a th e r
human m indvi’he  i d e a  o f  the- s-elf--would be meandtngiesB.
I’h ^ . - a u l t i p l i c i t y  o f  i d e a s  would n o t  c o n c e r n  ra3~±f ~wc wer e
•un a b le - to-4aaow—th a t—the y "were-ou^B-rthfet-tiaay--^bs-l<^ged--to—one f& jL
- t h e i r  - - b e in g - i t s .
d deaa .  I t  i s  by  no means n e c e s s a r y  th a t  we sh ou ld  alw ays be 
fux. -fLp.hfui li So
c o n sc io u s  o f  th l ir  f a c t .  A l l  we h av e  to  presuppose i s  th a t the
^ lltj M-h Axt-U-u/ !-V,
mind p o s s e s s e s  a f a c u l t y  o f  r e f e r r in g  th e  g iv e n  id e a s  to i t s e l f #
and—eoaiH’e h e n d in g  “t h e n r - i n -a---«»i-ty.‘‘Bor th e  m an ifo ld -id eras,w h ich  
a r e  g iv e n  i n  an i n t u i t i o n , would n o t  be one and a l l  nj£ id e a s  , 
i f  they  d i d  n o t  a i l  b e lo n g  to  one s e l l - c o n s c io u s n e s s .  As my 
-id ea s (even  i f  I  am n o t  c o n s c io u s  o f  them a s such) th ey  roust 
conform to  th e  c o n d i t i o n  u n d e r  w hich a lo n e  th ey  can stand  
to g eth er  i n  one u n i v e r s a l  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,b e c a u s e  o th erw ise
^ e y  would n o t  a l l  w i th o u t  e x c e p t io n  b e lo n g  to  me." (B 1 3 2 ) .Da  sax, y  Yu.
1-t-i p  n ow- c le a r  t h a t  p o s s e s s e d  no o th er  fa c u l t y  o f  - t h e
mind i n t u i t i o n  o u r -a iad  would be f i l l e d  w ith  an in co h eren t  
m®*/® o f  -dd w cs.ln  o r d e r  to  c a l l  them -our own id e a s  we havo to  
rC^ C3X tuem <10 an  i d e n t i c a l  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e 3 s  w hieh ■ u « i ft1 0 -them^
• fo r  O th e rw is e  ou r  s e l v e s  w ould  lie a s  m u l t i f a r i o u s  a s  o u r  -idea®*
r----------
I t  m ust be  n o t e d , t h a t  th e  f u n d a m e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  a l l  s y n t h e s i s ,
A
namely^ a p p e r c e p t i o n , i s  n o t  i d e n t i c a l  w i th  th e  a c t s  o f  s y n t h e s i s
t h e m s e lv e B f l b ^ f i s  o n ly  a  n e c e s s a r y  c o n d i t i o n  o f  t h e i r  e x i s t e n c e *
/vt/. •■!*& 'V '« - I '
We sh o u ld  be  a b s o l u t e l y  i n c a p a b l e  o f  s y n t h e s i s i n g  o u r  - id e a s  i f
we d id  n o t  p o s s e s s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  u n i t i n g  th e  d i f f e r e n t  a c t3  o f
Px>* A'l-W-y c w w f /  
s y n t h e s i s  i n  one s e l f ~ c o n s c i o u s n e 8 s .  -*i~i®-mxuite^Tn4?o®-S'ifele-~fce-
d e r iv e d th d ra - fLac«irby from  th e  o b j e c t s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e . l t  i s  -a—
-f a c u l t y  -of"~t h e--rdnd--^h±®h--i-e p r i o r  to  a l l  ou r  a o t u a l  knowledge
cv cv fry
o f  o b j e c t s , a n d  m ust be  r e g a r d e d  a s  an  a  p r i o r i- n e c e s sa ry ^  c o n d i t i o n  
o f  a l l  su ch  k no w led ge .
We can now u n d e r s t a n d  why th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  A e s t h e t i c ,  
w h ich  had  to  i s o l a t e  i n t u i t i o n  from  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  was u n a b le  
to  r d v e a l  to  u s  th e  t r u e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  human know ledge.A s lo n g  a s  
we were c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  i n t u i t i o n  a lo n e  we c o u ld  n o t  h e lp  b e l i e v i n g  
t h a t  o b j e c t s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  w ere  p r e s e n t e d  to  u s  by means o f  mere 
i n t u i t i o n . H o w , h o w e v e r k now t h ®t-~th±s~-i-s-f:a.r from, b ein g  t im e , 
and t h a t .. i n  -9-rde^--bo--bfe---p-refe®gitfad--wi.-th- -an-o-bjtyct-~wg-,mu'st~‘p O'gg'eB's 
S., f  acu l ^ y-ef~® yntri® ^® -ii^"Qirr '-jrd'eiaK'--as---th®-y'“a r e “-'given ' ib y  ■ I n  t u l  11 un ,
t o t w . -A l i 1 s y-n-thes4-s--i s - g r  ound-ed-on -tiria-.Xacul t y . ^ f  appeye»pfci®B-, -
We s h o u ld - n o t  bo—a w a re . oiL_th e  f a c t  t h a t . Pbj -e-gt—-■
w a n  - f t l s e  i f  wfi r i i d  n o t  pgfi i seaf t  t h i s  f-aj:m4-ty.,
-a n d rs in c e  e v e ry  ub j ®t^--^-®xper-3®mre~c~0Trsl s t ’H’- g f  E, MfiTtrpTftdrty 
o f  i d — • r i - t - f o t r t r g g - t h a r  te r t  •otrj-rct-can-''appea r  t o ub i n ttgpvnd«nt l y  
of - t h e  - u n d e r  o t a n d in gyafid—i-t&--ftmd-sfflen1:a±~,p r l n a 'i 'p l ,e '"gl t' aynt hc a is .
* e  can  g iv e  a  more p r e c i s e  d e f i n i t i o n  of w hat an o b j e c t  i s *
“An o b j e c t  i s  t l ; a t  i n  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  w hich  th e  m a n ifo ld  o f  a 
g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n  i s  u n i t e d " (B 137). U n d e rs ta n d in g  and the  r u l e s  
o l s y n t h e s i s  w h ich  a r e  p rodu ced  by  i t  a r e  q u i t e  a s  n e o e s s a r y  a s  
i n t u i t i o n s  f o r  th e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  o f  th e  w o rld  o f  s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t s .
I n t u i t i o n  p r o v i d e s  u s  w i t h  a  m a n i f o ld  o f '4 6 e « 0  w h i le  u n d e r ­
s t a n d in g  e n a b le s  u s  t o  combine th em ,an d  i t  i s  o n ly  by  means o i  
th e  j o i n t  w o rk in g  o f  t h e s e  two f a c u l t i e s  t h a t  we
can  be p r e s e n t ' d  w i t h  a  r e a l  o b j e c t  o f  e x p e r ie n c e *  Bow a l l  th e  
r u l e s  o f  s y n t h e s i s  a r e  b a s e d  upon th e  fu n d a m e n ta l  f a c u l t y  o f  
s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  o r  a p p e r c e p t i o n .  'W ithout t h i s  f a c u l t y  no o b j e c - 
c o u ld  a p p e a r  t o  u s , and th u s  we se e  now t h a t  th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  
o f  an o b j e c t  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  d ep en ds  s i x a s  much on u n d e r s t a n d in g  
a s  on i n t u i t i o n .  "The s y n t h e t i c  u n i t y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s , t h e r e ­
f o r e , ^  o b j e c t i v e  c o n d i t i o n  o f  a l l  k no w ledg e . I t  i s  no$ m e re ly  
a  c o n d i t i o n  t h a t  I  m y s e l f  r e q u i r e  i n  knowing an o b j e c t , b u t  i s  
a  c o n d i t i o n  u n d e r  w h ich  e v e r y  i n t u i t i o n  m ust s t a n d  i n  o r d e r  _to 
become an o b j e c t  f o r  m e, 11 (B 1 38).
The t a s k  w h ich  K an t s e t s  h i m s e l f  i n  th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  
A n a ly t i c  i \  to  show t h a t  th e  f u n c t i o n s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  a r e  
i n d i s p e n s a b l c N c o n d i t i o n s  o f  ou r  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  o b j e c t s .  H is  f i r s t  
a rgum ent i s  th & tN n it  f o r  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a p p e r c e p t io n  o u r  m inds 
c o u ld  n o t  a c q u i r e  knowledge o f  o b j e c t s .  T h is p h o w e v e r , i s  n o t  
enough j i t  h a s  a l s o  t o  shown t h a t  th e  y f i g i n a l  s y n t h e t i c  f a c u l t j
p ro d u c e s  a  c e r t a i n  number o f r u l e s  o f / s y n t h e s i s  w hich a r e
\ //
o b j e c t i v e l y  v a l i d  and  p r i o r  t o  a c t u a l  e x p e r i e n c e  b e ca u se  they  
f i r s t  make e x p e r i e n c e  o f  o b j e c t s  p o s s i b l e .  We can become 
c o n s c io u s  o f  a  w o r ld  o f  o b j e c t s  o n ly  by b u i l d i n g  i t  up o u r s e l v e s .  
T h is  i s  done by  th e  r u l e s  o f  sy n th es is ,ah < L  th ese  r u le s  a re  
p roduoed  by th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g .  U n d e rs ta n d in g  i s  th e  f a o u l t y  o f  
ru le s .W e  o u r s e l y e s  have  in t r o d u c e d  i n t o  ob jec taX .the  o r d e r  w hich  
we J-lnd in  them in  e x p e r i e n c e .T h a t  i s  why i t  i s  i n  po way more 
su rp riB ih g  t h a t  o b j e c t s  s h o u ld  have  to  conform  to  the 'r u le s  
o f  tjzb U n d e rs ta n d in g  th a n  t h a t  th e y  sh o u ld  have  to  conform  to  
th e  p u re  fo rm s o f  i n t u i t i o m .  Bor j u s t  a s  th e  fo rm s o f  i n t u i t i o n
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n am ely *sp ace  and t im e ,b e l o n g  to  th e  mind a lo n e  and  do n o t^ .  
p o s s e s s  any  in d e p e n d e n t  e x i s t e n c e » s o  th e  r u l e s  o f  ' t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i i  
a r e  p r o d u c t s  o f  th e  mind w h ich  we h av e  t o  a p p ly  i i  we axe io  oe
p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  a  « .o rld  of o b je c ts .  *T.acri. r u l e  ox th e  u n d e rs  t a n d in g
i s  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  3y n th e s i s * a n d  i s  n e c e s s a r y , a n d  o b j e c t i v e l y
v a l i d  b e c a u s e  o th e r w i s e  v;e s h o u ld  p o s s e s s  n e i t h e r  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s
 -..ness
no r  " c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  o b j e c t s  J v /e  h ave  now p ro v ed  t h a t  i n t u i t i o n  
and u n d e r s t a n d i n g  a r e  n e c e s s a r y  e le m e n ts  o f  human knowledge*
T h is ,h o w e v e r» m u st  n o t  l e a d  u s  to  o v e r lo o k  th e  fu n d a m e n ta l  
d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  them . V.e h av e  to  keep  i n  m&nd th e  f a c t  t h a t  
j u s t  a s  i n t u i t i o n  can  do no more th a n  p ro v id e  u s  w i t h  a  m a n i f o ld  
o f i d e a s  and i s  q u i t e  in c a p a b le  o f  com bin ing  th em * so / th e  u n d e r s t a n  
in g  f o r  i t s  p a r t  can  do n o th in g  b u t  u n i t e  jiflL fyl w h ich  ,
a r e  g iv e n  to  i t  and i s  a l t o g e t h e r  p o w e r le s s  t o  p ro d u ce  th e  Adofca- 
w hich  a r e  to  be  u n i t e d .  T h a t i s  th e  r e a s o n  why th e s e  two 
f a c u l t i e s  a r e  e n t i r e l y  d e p e n d e n t  on one a n i t h e r .C o n c e p t s  o f  th e  
u n d e r s t a n d in g  h av e  no m ean ing  in d e p e n d e n t ly  o f  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  
to  i n t u i t i o n .  We need  o n ly  remember t h a t  we w ere e n a b le d  to  
a s c r i b e  o b j e c t i v e  a  p r i o r i  v a l i d i t y  to  th o s e  c o n c e p ts  o n ly  
b e c a u se  we c o u ld  show t h a t  th e y  were n e c e s s a r y  i n  o rd e r  to
a ,.’ v ' J- '"W-
t r a n s f o r m  i n c o h e r e n t  i d e a s  -as they---ifftrrv '^-iv^m ^-n-'inhul. tJroa  i n t o  
th e  c o n c e p t  o f  a  r e a l  o b j e c t . -Outafdc t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  i n t u i t i o n  
th e  c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g '  have  no r e a l  meaningr&fl ooon
p o s s e s s  no m eaning  e x c e p t  a  p u r e l y  l o g i c a l  on e. They are n o th in g  
b u t  mere fo rm s o f  th o u g h t ,a * *i ix> i s  a l t o g e ther - impooa ib la ^ to  
d e te r m in e - .obd-fcc.ts-by-xaea n s . mere ^ bhAntefca g .  human knowledge
depends on two h e te r o g e n e o u s  f a c u l t i e s  -  i n t u i t i o n  and under­
s t a n d in g  -  and th e s e  two f a c u l t i e s  c a n n o t  be  - s epar a te e  from -ene
I t  i s  now ou r  b u s i n e s s  to  r a i s e  th e  q u e s t io n  once
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more w h e th e r  t h i s  d o c t r i n e  c o n t r a d i c t s  th e  a rgu m en t o f  th e  
A e s th e t i c o  We h av e  s e e n  t h a t  a s  lo n g  a s  we w ere  c o n c e rn e d  w i th  
th e  A e s t h e t i c  a lo n e  we h a d  to  ta k e  - .a n t  t o  h o l d  t h a t  th e  p u re  
fo rm s o f  i n t u i t i o n  u n i t e  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  and 
i t s  r u l e s  w ere  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  p r e s e n t  u s  w i th  a  w o r ld  o f  o b j e c t s .  
Our e x a m in a t io n  o f  th e  A n a ly t i c ,h o w e v e r  *ha.s made i t  c l e a r  t h a t  
t h i s  i s  n o t  r e a l l y  h a n t ' s  o p in io n ,a n d  t h a t  he  i s  c o n v in c e d  t h a t
faj, **•-» vr  //;■»
o b j e c t s  c a n n o t  ■ a p p e a r a p a r t  f rom  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  w h ich  
im poses c e r t a i n  r u l e s  o f  s y n t h e s i s  upon th e  m a n i f o ld  oi g iv e n  
i n t u i t i o n s .  How a r e  we t o  r e c o n c i l e  su ch  a p p a r e n t l y  c o n t r a d i c t o r y  
s t a t e m e n t s ^ ' I n  th e  f i r s t  p la c e ,w c  may n o te  t h a t  th e  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  
c a n n o t  be
X4/XXXXXXX/XXXXXXX^/XX/XXX/XXXMXXXX4 r e g a r d e d  a s  due to  H u n t 's  
c e a s in g  to  h o l d  i n  th e  A n a l y t i c  a  d o c t r i n e  w hich  h e  had  h e l d  when 
he  w ro te  th e  A e o t h e t i c .P o r » a a  we h ave  e e e n ,^ a n t  b e g in s  h i s  
argum ent i n  th e  A n a l y t i c  i t s e l f  by s t a t i n g  t h a t  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  
&o e s t a b l i s h  th e  o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y  Ox th e  c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  u n d e r ­
s t a n d in g  b e c a u s e  o b j e c t s  can  a p p e a r  to  u s  w i th o u t  any r e f e r e n c e  
to  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  and i t s  f u n c t i o n s . H i s  a rgum ent r u n s  a s  fo l lo w s .  
I t  i s  c o m p a r a t iv e ly  e a s y  to  p ro v e  th e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  th e  p u re  fo rm s 
o f  i n t u i t i o n  ^ bp-no# and  -  ■t l a c  . ,b e c a u se  i t  can  be  shown t h a t  o b j e c t s  
c a n n o t  even  appear to  u s  w i th o u t  them.To show th e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  •
5 i'uvpjs’
th e  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  i s  much more d i f f i c u l t  beetttree- 
o b j e c t s  a r e  g iv e n  to  u s  even  w i t h o u t  b e in g  r e l a t e d  to  th e  u n d e r ­
s t a n d in g .  T h is  i s  c l e a r l y  i n  p e r f e c t  harmony w i th  the  argum ent 
o f  th e  Axes th e  t i c , and  i t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  a i l  the  more s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  
Kant go es  on to  t e l l  u s  t h a t  we a r e  q u i t e  in c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  
p r e s e n te d  w i t h  an o b j e c t  o f  e x p e d ie n c e  a s  long  a s  we have n o t  
s y n t h e s i s e d  our i n t u i t i o n s  by means o f  c e r t a i n  f u n c t i o n s  w hich 
a re  p rod uced  by  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g . I n  a n o th e r  p a ssa g e  he  even 
s a y s  t h a t  th e  p u re  fo rm s of i n t u i t i o n  th e m se lv e s  depend upon
XMXXXXX/XX/XX-X/XXXX/X'XXX'XMX/XXXXX/MX/XXXPXXXXX/XX 
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a  c e r t a i n  s y n t h e s i s  to  w h ich  he. g i v e s  th e  name o f  a  s y n t h e s i s
A f  A  >. I d  * A  J *  r i w * e >
o f  a p p r e h e n s io n .  " In  th e  i&e-ae o f  sp a c e  and  tim e  we have  a 
p r i o r i  fo rm s o f  o u t e r  and  i n n e r S e n s i b l e  i n t u i t i o n  j and  to  
t h e s e  th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  a p p re h e n s io n  o f  th e  m a n i f o ld  o f  
a p p e a ra n c e  m ust a lw ay s  c o n fo rm ,b e c a u se  i n  no o t h e r  way c an  the  
s y n t h e s i s  t a k e  p l a c e  a t  p a l l » B u t  sp a c e  and  t im e  &i*e r e p r e s e n t e d  
a  p r i o r i  n o t  m e r e ly  a s  fo rm s o f  s e n s i b l e  i n t u i t i o n * o u t  a s  
th e m s e lv e s  i n t u i t i o n s  w h ich  c o n t a i n  a  m a n i f o ld  o f  t h e i r  own* 
and t h e r e f o r e  a r e  r e p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  th e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  the  
u n i t y  o f  t h i s  m a n i fo ld  /"v id e  th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  A e s t h e t i c .7  
Thus u n i t y  o f  th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  th e  m u n i f o ld ,w i th o u t  o r  w i t h i n  
u s , a n d  c o n s e q u e n t ly  a l s o  a  c o m b in a t io n  to  w hich  e v e r y th in g  
t h a t  i s  to  be  r e p r e s e n t e d  a s  d e te rm in e d  i n  sp a ce  o r^ t im e  m ust 
c o n fo r m , i s  g iv e n  a  p r i o r i  a s  th e  c o n d i t i o n  o f  th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  aJ 
a p p re h e n s io n  -  n o t  in d d ed  i n , b u t  w i t h  t h e s e  i n t u i t i o n s . T h i s  
s y n t h e t i c  u n i t y  can  be  no o t h e r  th a n  the  u n i t y  o f  the  
c o m b in a t io n  o f  th e  m a n i fo ld  o f  a  g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n  i n  g e n e r a l  
in  an o r i g i n a l  c o n s c i o u s n e s s , i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i th  th e  c a t e g o r i e s ,  
i n  so f a r  a s  th e  c o m b in a t io n  i s  a p p l i e d  to  o u r  s e n s i b l e  
i n t u i t i o n . "  (£ 1 6 0 ) .
I t  seems now a s  i f  we were c o n f r o n te d  w i th  an  u t t e r l y  
co n fu sed  a rg u m e n t.  To b e g in  w i t h  we were t o l d  t h a t  the  
fo rm s o f  i n t u i t i o n  a lo n e  were a d e q u a te  to  g iv e  u s  aw areness  o f
I'M../’ fx.i&so 1*7
o b j e c t s , b t r t  Rot/ t h a t  th e s e  form s th em se lv e s  do n o t
e x i s t  in d e p e n d e n t ly  oS. a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  s y n t h e s i s , t h a t  space  and
tim e  a re  i n s e p a r a b l y  c o n n ec te d  w i th  th e  unders tand ing ,-eay-
in d e p e n d e n t  e x i eAenee b e in g - d e n i ed.' t hem, f f  we- a re  to 
/  7u S9JU1* o w
e ta n d  W a n t 's - argum ent a t —a l l fwe s h a l l  have  to  c o n s u l t  o th e r  
p a s s a g e s  o f  th e  C r i t i q u e  rand  We s h a l l  d e a l  i n  the  f i r s t  p l a c e  
w i th  a  p a ssa g e  w hich  b e lo n g s  to  th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  D e d u c tio n  
( 1 s t . e d i t i o n ) o  I t  i s  h ead ed  "The s y n t h e s i s  o f  a p p re h e n s io n  i n  
i n t u i t i o n " .  K a n t 's  a rgum ent ^  « n a -  a*.- ■ ■ fo -H -ows . A l l  o u r ' -kkr&s
J
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■belong to  one tim e  i n  w h ich  th e y  m ust  he a r r a n g e d ,  how e v e ry  
i n t u i t i o n  c o n t a i n s  a  m a n i f o ld ,a n d  we s h o u ld  be i n c a p a b le  o f  
r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h i s  m a n i f o ld  to  o u r s e l v e s  i f  we w ere u n a b le  to
d i s t i n g u i s h  i t s  e l e m e n t s . I f  we a re  t o  r e p r e s e n t  t o  o u r s e l v e s  a  
p u re  i n t u i t i o n ,  we m u st make i t  s u b j e c t  to  a  s y n t h e s i s . A p a r t  
from  such  a  s y n t h e s i s  e a c h  i n d i v i d u a l  im p r e s s io n  o f  th e  mind 
would be a b s o l u t e  u n i t y  and w ould  be c o n ta in e d  i n  one moment 
o f  t im e .  I t  f o l lo w s  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  t o  a r r i v e  a t  any  i d e a  o f  
space  or o f  t im e  we h av e  to  be c a p a b le  o f  com bin ing  s e v e r a l  
p a r t i c u l a r  ide-ae- i n t o  one ida«r. v.'e m ust p o s s e s s  a  p u re  s y n t h e s i s  
o f  a p p re h e n s io n .  "T h is  s y n t h e s i s  o f  a p p re h e n s io n  m ust a l s o  be 
e x e r c i s e d  a  p r i o r i , t h a t  i s , i n  r e s p e c t  o f  i d e ae w hich  a r e  n o t
r/fi
e m p i r i c a l .  F o r  w i t h o u t  i t  we sh o u ld  n e v e r  have  a  p r i o r i  t h e - i d e a s   ^
e i t h e r  o f  sp ace  o r  o f  t im e .T h e y  can be p ro d u ce d  o n ly  th ro u g h  
th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  th e  m a n i f o ld  w hich  s e n s i b i l i t y  p r e s e n t s  i n  
i t s  o r i g i n a l  r e c e p t i v i t y .  V-e have th u s  a  p u re  s y n t h e s i s  o f  
a p p re h e n s io n " .  (A 99).
The a rgum en t w h ich  i s  s e t  f o r t h  i n  th e  s e c t i o n  
w hich  im m e d ia te ly  f o l lo w s  seems t o  be even l e s s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th
th e  argum ent o f  th e  A e s t h e t i c ,  ^ o r  i n  i t  K ant s e t s  o u t  to  p ro ve
^  b AvJtur
t h a t , e x p e r i e n c e  and knowledge o f  a n  o b je c t s  depends upon -e4*r 
fotJt -fci4v Q *\y« . KbsZt «>|kU» ew*
oapaoi-t y - t o -ro p ro d u c e - id e as . . I f  wa a r e  t o  be c a p a b le  o f  r e p r e s e n t ­
in g  to  o u r s e lv e s  th e  tim e b e tw een  one noon and th e  n e x t  we m ust 
have a  f a c u l t y  o f  r e p r o d u c t i o n .  T h is  r e p r o d u c t io n  i s  b ro u g h t  
a b o u t  by  the  im a g in a t io n .  We have to  assume th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a 
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  f a c u l t y  o f  im a g in a t io n .  B u t f o r  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f
C  f i ."  • _ £ < ;  . / i  A y i - .v - M  • i f  « s « ,  .,■ /( , tt«C
t h i s  f a c u l t y  we sh o u ld  neve: o b t a i n  a  oa*>lotc -i d e a , f o r  a l l  t h e
A
id e a s  whio/^predede th e  one we have at th e  p r e s e n t  moment would 
d ro p  o u t  o f  t h o u g h t .  Hot even th e  p u r e s t  and m ost e le m e n ta ry  
‘i d e a s- o f  sp a ce  o r  o f  tim e c o u ld  a r i s e .  "The s y n t h e s i s  o f 
a p p re h e n s io n  i s  th u s  i n s e p a r a b ly  bound up v / i th  th e  s y n t h e s i s
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o f  r e p r o d u c t i o n .  And a s  th e  fo rm e r  c o n s t i t u t e s  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l
g round  o f  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a i l  modes otf know ledge w h a ts o e v e r  -
o f  th o s e  t h a t  a r e  p u re  ^ p r i o r i  no l e s s  th a n  o f  t h o s e  t h a t  a r e
e m p i r i c a l  -  th e  r e p r o d u c t i v e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  th e  im a g i n a t io n  i s  to
be c o u n te d  among th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a c t s  o f  th e  m ind..7e s h a l l
t h e r e f o r e  e n t i t l e  t h i s  f a c u l t y  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  f a c u l t y  o f
i m a g i n a t io n .  (A10#) ._ /\7e  have  now l e a r n t  t h a t  e v e r y  i n t u i t i o n ,
w h e th e r  e m p i r i c a l  o r  a  p r i o r i  ( th e  puyc—-forms ~of in tu i- i^ -en ,
'game l y , s pacg"-andr-time-) i s  bound up w i th  two k in d s  o f  s y n t h e s i s ,
th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  a p p r e h e n s io n  and th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  r e p r o d u c t i o n .
I n  th e  s e c t i o n  w h ich  f o l lo w s  if a n t  e x p l a i n s  t h a t  t h e r e
y e t  a n o th e r  k in d  o f  s y n t h e s i s  w h ich  he  c a l l s  th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  
//■is —h  i h - ' i ,  / jJ
r e c o g n i t io n . - f e -  a r g u e s  ■■£&&■% t h y  R e p ro d u c t io n  o f  -i -de fee would be
a l t o  go t-he-r- i-a—v edn i f  we c o u ld  n o t  become c o n s c io u s  o f  th e  f a c t
I S
t h a t  t h a t  w hich  we a re  t h i n k i n g  a t  th e  p r e s e n t  moment vfa® one 
and th e  same a s  t h a t  whdSch we th o u g h t  a t  th e  p r e v io u s  moment.
Fr r Am i
? u r t h er-w o r e q u i r e  c o n c e p ts  t o  p r o v id e  u s  w i th  r u l e s ,  K e p ro d u c t-
io n  by  i t s e l f  t u r n s  o u t  to  be i n s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  know ledge . I t
i s  d e p e n d e n t  upon a  t h i r d  s y n t h e s i s  p e rfo rm e d  by th e  u n d e rs t& n d in
T h is  s y n t h e s i s  f i r s t  p r o v id e s  our f a c u l t y  o f  r e p r o d u c t io n  w i th
r u l e s  f o r  th e  t a s k  w hich  i t  h a s  to  p e r f o rm .  A l l  th e s e  r u l e s  a re
g rounded  on t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a p p e r c e p t io n ,w h ic h  i s  d e s c r ib e d  a s
adds.
th e  p u re  o r i g i n a l  u n c h an g e ab le  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  -^ant -d e c la i -e s  t h a t  
/  /
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a p p e r c e p t io n  d e s e r v e s  i t s  name beo au se  even  th e  
p u r e s t  o b j e c t i v e  u n i t y , t h a t  o f  th e  a  p r i o r i  c o n c e p ts  (space  
and t i m e ) , i s  o n ly  p o s s i b l e  th ro u g h  the  r e l a t i o n  o f  th o se  
i n t u i t i o n s  to  such  u n i t y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s .
I t  i s  o f  c o u rs e  q u i t e  im p o s s ib le  f o r  u s  to  a t t e m p t  to  
e n t e r  i n t o  a  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  th e  many d i f f i c u l t  p rob lem s w hich a re
I
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r a i s e d  b y  th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  D e d u c t io n .  I t  i s , h o w e v e r , n e c e s s a r y
t h a t  we s h o u ld  t r y  to  u n d e r s t a n d  th e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e  on w n ich
K a n t ’s agum ent i s  b a s e d .  What K&n-t -t-wi-e-s—t o  p ro v ^ " ftg a is r -an d --ag a in
i s  t h a t  i n t u i t i o n , i m a g i n a t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d 1ngybel_-onr t o g e t h e r ,
a n X  t h a t  t h e y  c o n s t i t u t e  a  u n i t y  a s  th e  n e c e s s a r y  e le m e n ts  o i  yCjtfo 
\  / 
human\know l e d g e • I I  t h e y  d id  n o t  com oine ,know ledge  w ould  he
a l t o g e ^ i e r  i m p o s s i b l e , b e ca u se  th e  mind w ould  n o t  be p r e s e n t e d
w i t h  an  O b j e c t .A p p e r c e p t io n  and  th e  r u l e s  h t  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g
a re  n e c e s s a r i l y  r e l a t e d  to  i n t u i t i o n s , a n d  i n  th e  same way
i n t u i t i o n s  do n o t  have  any e x i s t e n c e  o f / t h e i r  own and m ust (
\  /  1n e c e s s a r i l y  b e \ r  e l a t e  to  u n d e r s t a n d ! ^  and i t s  r u l e s  o f  s y n t h e s i s
As r e g a r d s  im a g in a t io n ,w e  s h a l l  h av e j to  d e a l  w i th  t h a t  l a t e r ,
and l o r  th e  p r e s e n t  s h a l l  n o t  even  / t t e m p t  to  g iv e  an  e x p l a n a t i o n  I
\  j  !
o f  th e  m eaning oi' th e  te rm  o r  to  d e s c r i b e  th e  f u n c t i o n s  w hich
/  !
Kant a s c r i b e s  t o  t h a t  f a c u l t y  o f / t h e  m in d . B u t we can  see  ev en\ /
now t h a t  when K an t sp e a k s  o f  t h f e e  d i f f e r e n t  h in d s  o f  s y n t h e s i s  
he i s  f a r  f  ora b e l i e v i n g  t h a t / t h e y  e x i s t  s e p a r a t e l y .  What he
se e k s  to  p rov e  i s  t h a t  th e y  a r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  r e l a t e d  to  one a n o th e r
The a n a l y s i s  w hich  th e  t r a ty s b v n d e n ta l  p h i lo s o p h e r  h a s  to  p e rfo rm/  \  j  '
m ust d i s t i n g u i s h  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  k in d s  o f  s y n t h e s i s , b u t  t h i s  do es
n o t  im p ly  t h a t  th e y  r e a l / y  e x i s t / s e p a r a t e l y .  " I f  e a c h  i d e a  were
/
c o m p le te ly  f o r e i g n  to  ©Very o t h e r , S t a n d i n g  a p a r t  i n  i s o l a t i o n ,  
no such  t h i n g  a s  knowledge would e v c \  a r i s e .  Bor knowledge i s  
e s s e n t i a l l y  a  whole ,ln  w hich  i d e a s  s ta i ld  compared and c o n n e c te d .
As s e n se  co n ta ix is  d  m a n ifo ld  i n  i t s  i n t u i t i o n , I  a s c r i b e  to  i t  a  
s y n o p s i s .  B ut to  s u c h  a  s y n o p s is  a  s y n t h e s i s  m ust a lw ays c o r re s p o n  
r e c e p t i v i t y  can /make knowledge p o s s i b l e  on ly \w hen  combined w i th  
s p o n t a n e i t y .  Ihaw t h i s  s p o n t a n e i t y  i s  t h e  ground, o f  a  t h r e e f o l d
s y n t h e s i s  w hich m ust  n e c e s s a r i l y  be found  i n  a l l \ a i o w l e d g e ;
/  \  n a m e ly , th e  a p p re h e n s io n  o f  i d e a s  a s  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  b f  th e  mind
r e a l i s e  t h a t  h e  b e l i e v e s  on t h e  one hand  t h a t  i n t u i t i o n  and
u n d e r s t a n d in g  a r e  t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  f rom  one a n o th e r  a n d  on
t h e  o th e r  th a t  -So f a r  as  human knowlelgo i s  concerned th e y  a ro
a l s o  c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  one a n o t h e r ^ t h a t ^ t h e y  c a n n o t  ev en  h e
s a i d  t o  h av e  a  s e p a r a t e  e x i s t e n c e .  I n t u i t i o n  and  u n d e r s t a n d i n g
r e g a r d e d  a s  e l e n o n tc  i n  human 3a.io-A’le d g o  m ust h e  r e f e r r e d  t o
one a n o t h e r .  :;/o c a n n o t  u n d e r s t a n d  them  i n  s e p a r a t i o n .  Human
know ledge i s  n e v e r  c o n f r o n t e d  w i th  mere i n t u i t i o n s .  I t  a lw ays
se e k s  a t  t h e  same t im o  t o  make i n t e l l i g i b l e  t o  i t s e l f - p u r e
A
1 n t in l t ic m n " ly  means o f  t h e  c a t e g o r i e s .  To u n d e r s t a n d  what 
c o n s t i t u t i o n  i s  made t o  know ledge by  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  and  i t s  
a p r i o r i  r u l e s  ( ^ c a te g o r ie s )  we have  t o  r e a l i s e  t h a t  i t  lo  t h e  
f o n e t i o n  » f  th o s e  ea t t o  do i era im e  i n t u i t i o n s  . u 'n lesc
t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  ^ w h ich  a r e  r u l e s  o f  s y n t h e a i s | r a r e  a p p l i e d ^  t o  
i n t u i t i o n s  th o  human mind o . .m o t  become av/are o f  o b j e c t s  a t  a l l *  
B h o ro -frgr-hr th in g -b u t--- ,  s t r e a m  o f  s u b j e c t i v e  i d e a s  w i th  .no r e f e r -  
onoo t v o b j ooSt.* I t  i s  easy  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  why K an t was u n a b le
dv
t o  a&ko t h i s  c l e a r  i n  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  A e s th e t ic \  w h ich ,w as 
c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  i n t u i t i o n  a lone^ and why so  many o f  •**&» s t a t e m e n t s  
i n  i t  g iv e  t h e  r e a d e r  th e  im p r e s s io n  t h a t  ICant b e l i e v e d  t h a t  
i n t u i t i o n  by i t s e l f  c a n  g iv e  us know ledge o f  o b j e c t s .  But no one
who h a s  u n d e rs to o d  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  t h e  A n a ly t i c  w i l l  f a l l  i n t o
J /~  l'i o . f  C J fy & s f
t h i s  e r r o r . -One s e e s - a t --eae-e t h a t  t h e  a rgum en t s e t  f o r t h  i n  th o  
" A esth etic"  i s  m ere ly  p r o v i s i o n a l .  I t  i s o l a t e s  i n t u i t i o n  and 
ta k e s  no a c c o u n t  of t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  -which a s  ICant shows l a t e r
j
i s  a  n e c e s s a r y  and  i n s e p a r a b l e  e le m e n t  i n  know ledge. I t  may bo
a sk e d  why K ant a d o p te d  su ch  a  c o u rs e  why he  d e a l s  w i th  i n t u i t i o n  
«
and u n d e r s ta n d in g  s e p a r a t e l y  so  t h a  t  h i s  e x p o s i t i o n  g i v e s  r i s e  t o  
u n a v o id a b le  m is c o n c e p t io n s  a.: t h e  a x r t  o f-- h i s - r ead ers anttr I t h i n k  
t h e  answ er i s  s im p le , K ant b e l i e v e s  t h a t  i n t u i t i o n  and  u n d e r ­
s t a n d in g  a ro  t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  f a c u l t i e s  o f  t h e  mind w hich a r e
AJle t Cir*-i/fi.:/
brought in to  r e l a t i o n  o n ly  i n  human know ledge. I t  I s  "Kejitian -
Ofc- C^ lfaoJtiy
d o o t r in o ' t h a t  a n im a ls ^ p o s s e s s  a  f a c u l t y  o f i n t u i t i o n  and  even
AI  S ' /■ .
Cl*.'-C- i OsO S  i'c -J 'y  vf. . r  s '~ ?vx/
I m a g in a t io n  w i th o u t  having: a  f a c u l t y  o f  t h o u g h t ,  -fcye-. «te
hi?  *» ''•'•■«/ ;■-•■
a n im a ls  th o  s e n su o u s  f a c u l t i e s  a c t u a l l y  e x i s t  by th e m s e lv e s .  
F u r t h e r  he  "be liev es  t i i a t  i t  c an  a t  l e a s t  n o t  be  d e n ie d  t h a t  t h e r e  
m ight e x i s t  i n  su p e rh u m an ^ p u re ly  r a t i o n a l  b e in g s  a  f a c u l t y  o f
know ledge w h ich  i s  e n t i r e l y  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  s e n s i b i l i t y .
c U cJ L
We s h a l l  have  t o  «-ene*n?n-e«rs-e£res w i th  t h i s  d o c t r i n e  l a t e r .
B ut we s e e  a l r e a d y  t h a t  t h e  s e p a r a t e  t r e a t m e n t  o f i n t u i t i o n  i n  
t h e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  A e s t h e t i c  g i v e s  h u n t  o c c a s io n  f o r  m aking 
q u i t e  c l e a r  t h e  f u n d a m e n ta l  d o c t r i n e  o f  h i s  t h e o r y  o f  k no w led ge , 
t h a t  a l l  human know ledge depends  on so m e th in g  t h a t  i s  g iv e n  t o  
i t  f ro m  o u t s i d e ,  I t  -t h u s - m ust^  a lw ay s  r e m a in  a  p a r t l y  p a s s i v e  
f a c u l t y  dep en d en t cn  t h e  im p r e s s io n  i t  r e c e i v e s .  T h is  i s  con ­
f i r m e d  by  t h e  A n a ly t ic  i n  w h ich  ICant shows t h a t
15 o /
i n  i n t u i t i o n , t h e i r  r e p r o d u c t i o n  i n  im a g in a t io n ,e n d .  t h e i r  
r e c o g n i t i o n  i n  a  c o n c e p t .T h e s e  p o i n t  to  t h r e e  s u b j e c t i v e  s o u r c e s  
oi’ know ledge w h ich  make p o s s b l e  th e  under-s t a n d in g  i t s e i i  -  and  
c o n s e q u e n t ly  a l l  e x p e r i e n c e  a s  i t s  e m p i r i c a l / p r o d u c t , "(A97)
\  When we have  s e e n  t h a t  x .a n t ’ s m ain  en d eav o u r  i n  th e
\
A n a ly t i c -  i s  to  show t h a t  i n t u i t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d in g  b e lo n g
/
n e c e s s a r i l y  t o g e t h e r , t h a t  th e y  a r e  i n s e p a r a b l e  and  c o r r e l a t i v e
p a r t s  o f  a  w h o l e , i t  i s  n o t  d i f f i c u l t  y> u n d e r s t a n d  why th e
\  /  . . . .T ra n sc e n d e n ta l .  A e s t h e t i c ,w h ic h  d e a l y  w i t h  i n t u i t i o n  a lone#w as
V /
u n a b le  t o  g iv e  \ t r u e  a c c o u n t  o f  t h y  f a c t s , a n d  why so many o f  
th e  s t a t e m e n t s  wfyich he  m akes th e ^ e  m ust be r e g a r d e d  a s  m e re ly  
p r o v i s i o n a l o  The r e a s o n  why K a n t / c o u la  n o t  make known the 
w hole  o f  h i s  d o c t r i n e  i n  th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  A e s t h e t i c  was t h a t  
he  c o u ld  n o t  a n t i c i p a t e  th e  J e s u i t s  o f  th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  L og ic  
i n  w hich  he  shows t h a t  th e  S e p a r a t io n  o f  i n t u i t i o n  from  u n d e r /# -  
s t a n d in g  i s  a r t i f i c i a l , & M '  t h a t  no su ch  t h in g  a s  a  e e l f - s u f f i c i e
f \
i n t u i t i o n  e x i s t s , f t  may ^ e X o b je c te d  to  our i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t h a t  
we have  o n ly  made th e  i 'n c o n b is te n c y  o f  K a n t ' s  a rgum ent more
J  \
o b v io u s  th a n  i t  was b e fo re ,a n fy  t h a t  i t  re m a in s  u n i n t e l l i g i b l e
\
why K ant s h o u ld  h a v ^  propounded , i n  th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l
A e s th e t ic  an a rgum ent w hich  he  hansel!"  was u n a b le  to  m a i n t a i n .
I t  re m a in s  to  b e y se e n  w h e th e r  s u c n \a n  o b j e c t i o n  i s  f u l l y
j u s t i f i e d , a n d  w/xether th e  m ain a rgum ent w hich  i s  s e t  f o r t h  i n
th e  A e s t h e t i c / i s  n o t  o n ly  n o t  i n v a l i d a t e d  b u t  even  e s t a b l i s h e d
more f i r m l y  ^ by th e  A n a l y t i c , f t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  K ant shows i n  th e
A n a ly t i c  t h a t  i n t u i t i o n  and  u n d e r s t a n a i n A c a n n o t  be s e p a r a t e d
from one a n o t h e r , and  i t  i s  a l s o  t  ue t h a t  a s  a  consequence  o f  X.
t h is  he f  has to  m odify  h i e  own d o c t r i n e ,  B u t i>he fu n d am e n ta l
d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  A e s t h e t i c , n a m e l y , t h a t  a l l  ou r  Vnowledge depends /
on som eth ing  t h a t  i s  g iv e n  to  u s  from  o u t s i d e , i s \  even  more f i rm  
e s t a b l i s h e d  b  th e  A n a ly t i c  w hich  d e a l s  w i th  th e  second  e le m e n t  
o j  human knowledge ,XtfXX/£X  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g .  When wc .. hql r d
A e s th e t i c  and A n a ly t ic  a s  a  whole we may sa y  t h a t  n t  * s.
argument; i n  them i u  t h a t  a i l  human know ledge d epend s  on some th in g  
t h a t  i s  g iv e n  by i n t u i t i o n , t h a t  i t  i s  n e v e r  p u re ly -  a c t i v e  b u t  
a lw ay s  a t  th e  same t im e  p a s s i v e , a n d  t h a t  ou r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , t h e  
f a e u l t y n o f  e p o n ta n e - i ty  i s  q u i t e  i n c a p a b le  o i  p r o d u c in g  o b j e c t s .
Thftjr-Ts why we- c a n n o t  know things -as-- th ey  a re  i n  thfcia&eivo**Our ”
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f .U n d e rs ta n d in g  d e p e n d s  on w hat i s  g ven  to  i t , a n d  we c an  a t t r i b u t e  
a  p r i o r i  o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y  to  i t s  c o n c e p ts  o n ly  b e c a u se  we can 
p-rove—t h a t - -t h ey—trre n-, c e s s a r y  f o r  th e  s y n t h e s i s  o i  th e  g iv e n  
m a n i f o ld .T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  a p p e r c e p t io n  a s  th e  fu n d a m e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e  
o f s y n t h e s i s  i s  to  be r e g a r d e d  a s  th e  s o u rc e  o f  a l l  th o u g h t ,a n d  
t h e r e f o r e  a s  a b s o l u t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from  m e re ly  p a s s i v e  i n t u i t i o n .
On th e  o t h e r  hand  i t  i s  mere f u n c t i o n ; ! t  i s  a  p r i n c i p l e  w hich 
e n a b l e s  u s  t o  combine i d e a s , b u t  i t  do es  n o t  p ro d u ce  them . I t  i s  
th e  mere i d e a  o f  th e  s e l f , a n d  a s  r e g a r d s  i t s  r e l a t i o n  to  i t s  
o b j e c t , i t  c o n t a in s  no more th a n  t h a t  w h ich  i s  common to  a l l  
o b j e c t s ,a  mere X. T.t i s  t r u e  t h a t  we sh o u ld  n o t  be p r e s e n t e r  w ith  
any o b j e c t  a t  a i l  w i t h o u t  t h i s  fu n d a m e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  u n i t y .  On )L 
th e  o t h e r  hand  i t  m ust be remembered t h a t  we a re  in c a p a b le  o f  
d e te rm in in g  an o b j e c t  by  means o f  mere t h in k i n g , a n d  t h a t  a p p e r c e p t ­
io n  p r o v id e s  u s o n ly  w i t h  th e  mere i d e a  o f  an o b j e c t  i n  g e n e r a l  
and m ust le a v e  e v e r y t h in g  e l s e  t o  i n t u i t i o n .  "The pure  c o n ce p t  
o f  t h i s  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  o b j e c t , w hich  i n  r e a l i t y  th ro u g h o u t  a l l  
our knowledge i s  a lw ays one and th e  s a m e , i s  w hat can  a lo n e
c o n fe r  upon a l l  o u r  e m p i r i c a l  concept;, i n  g e n e r a l  r e l a t i o n  to  an 
o b j e c t , t h a t  i s , o b j e c t i v e  r e a l i t y . T h i s  c o n c e p t  c a n n o t  c o n ta in  any 
d eterm in ate  i n t u i t i o n , a n d  t h e r e f o r e  r e f e r s  o n ly  t o  t h a t  u n i t y  
which m ust be met w i th  i n  exiy m a n ifo ld  oi imowledge w nich  s t a n d s  
in  r e l a t i o n  to  an  o b j e c t .  T h is  r e l a t i o n  i s  n o th in g  b u t  the  
n e c e s s a r y  u n i t y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,a n d  t h e r e f o r e  a l s o  o f  th e  s y n t h e s i s  
o l th e  m a n i f o ld , t h r o u g h  a  common f u n c t i o n  o f  th e  m ind , w hich 
combines i t  i n  one id e a "  (A109)
f t  i s  now -c l e a r  t h a t  t i c  -an d  - k te
Aft&iyti«--dtr-Tiotr-^-e^-ly-coirtradi-c-t~0n-a-<«o4he?-*--Poir"’we have - i e a r n t
(&J t h a t  K an t Ik  c o n v in c e d  t h a t  i n t u i t i o n  and  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  a re  
\  /  
a b s o l u t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from  one a n o t h e r , a n d  t h a t  i t  i s  f o r . - t h i s
r e a s o n  t h a t  he h a s  d e a l t  w i th  them s e p a r a t e l y , a n d  ( b ) / t h a t  th e
A n a l y t i c  d o e s  n o t  i n  any  way m o d ify  th e  fu n d a m e n ta l  d o c t r i n e  o f  
A e s t h e t i c
tin. / M t i i U , n a m e ly , t h a t  i t  i s  th ro u g h  i n t u i t i o n  t h a t  t h in g s  a r e  
g iv e n  to  u s ,a n d  t h ^ t  th e  p u re  fo rm s o f  i n t u i t i o n  a r e  d e p e n d e n t  
on our s e n s i b i l i t y *  T^ut a l l  ou r  knowledge depends  on s e n s i b i l i t y  
we l e a r n  from  th e  A e s t h e t i c , a n d  t h i s  i s  c o n f i rm e d  by  th e  A n a l y t i c ,  
w hich  shows t h a t  o u r  u n d e r s t a n d in g  4s a  mere f a c u l t y  o f  s y n t h e s i s ,
e n t i r e l y  d e p e n d e n t  on s e n s i b l e N ^ u t u i t i o n s .  The m is ta k e  w h ich  we
/  \
made a s  lon g  a s  we w ere co n ce rn e d  h&ith th e  A e s t h e t i c  a lo n e  was 
t h a t  we b e l i e v e d  t h a t  th e  a s s e r t i o n  oX th e  f a c t  t h a t  t h i n g s  w ere  
g iv e n  to  u s  th ro u g h  i n t u i t i o n  m ean t t h a t \ i n t u i t i o n  was cap ab le
o f  p r e s e n t i n g  ur> w i t h  r e a l  o b j e c t s  o f  e x p e r ie n c e *  Ve have  nov/
/  >. j a
c o r r e c t e d  t h i s  m is ta k e  ,a n d  can  t h e r e f o r e  u n d e r s t a n d  (a )  t h a t
\  o u r
o b j e c t s  a r e  .g iven  to  u s  th ro u g h  i n t u i t i o n  and t h a t N $ ^  u n c d e r s ta n d -
/  \
in g  i s  q u i t e  in c a p a b le  o f  p r o d u c in g  o b j e c t s , b u t  a l s o  >b) t h a t  i n  
o r d e r / t o  h ave  r e a l  o b j e c t s  we have to  s y n t h e t i s e  our i d e a ^ b y
me 1x6 s of  a  p r i o r i  co n ce n ta.,jof!.—t o e under£ l& nd ing» jL  -------
7/e may now c o n t in u e  the  e x a m in a t io n  o f  K a n t 's  
a rgum ent var-fart-ru  ga r d . to  i n - t u i t i on and unde r o t  a n d in g—a ^ b  th e ir —
P-iaP  kvow
mutua l  re-l a -t±ons-.- - sh a i - l^ b e g in  by c o n s id e r in g  th e  fo l lo w in g  
p a s s a g e ;  "The p r i n c i p l e  o f th e  n e c e s s a r y  u n i t y  o f  a . -p e rc e p t io n  
i s  i t s e l f , i n d e e d ,a n  i d e n t i o a l , a n d  t h e r e f o r e  a n a l y t i c , p r o p o s i t i o n ;  
n e v e r t h e l e s s  i t  r e v e a l s  th e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  a  s y n t h e s i s  o f  th e  
m a n ifo ld  g iv e n  in  i n t u i t i o n , w i t h o u t  w hich  th e  th o ro u g h g o in g  i d e n t i t  
o f  s e l f - c o n 3 c i o u s n e s s  c a n n o t  be t h o u g h t .F o r  th ro u g h  th e  ’ I J a s  
s im ple  A 4 e e ,n o th in g  n a r i f& ld  i s  g iv e n ;  o n ly  i n  i n t u i t i o n ,v / h i c h  
i s  d i s t i n c t  from  th e  ' I '  can a  m a n ifo ld  be g iv e n ;
and on ly  th ro u g h  co m b in a tio n  in  one c o n s c io u s n e s s  cun i t  be 
th o u g h t .  An u n d e r s ta n d in g  in  w hich  th ro u g h  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s
a l l  th e  m a n i f o ld  w ould  eo i p s o  he  g iv e n ,w o u ld  he i a tu l t i ,v f c j  
o u r  u n d e r s t a n d in g  can  o n ly  t h i n k ,a n d  f o r  i n t u i t i o n  m ust lo o k  to  
th e  s e n s e s " .  (B135)_/ln t h i s  p a s s a g e  we l e a r n  w hat h a n t  t a k e s  to  
he th e  e s s e n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  ou r  own and  an  i n t u i t i v e  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  /.r. i n t u i t i v e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  w ould  be a n  u n d e r ­
s t a n d in g  w h ich  c o n ta in e d  more t h a t  a  mere p r i n c i p l e  o i  com bin ing  
a  m a n i f o ld  g iv e n  to  i t  i n  i n t u i t i o n .  In  f a c t  th e  d i f f e r e n c e
b e tw een  i n t u i t i o n  and  u n d e r s t a n d in g  would n o t  e x i s t  f o r  a  min$
A
w hich  p o s s e s s e d  su c h  a  f a c u l t y  o f  k now ledge . -F o r-a  b e in g  
e q u ip p e d  w i t h  su c h  a  f a c u l t y  would be c a p a b le  o f  produe&ng i t s  
o b j e c t s  by means o f  mere bh i n k i rig h t s  u n d e r s t a n d in g  would n o t
1UT
o n ly  f u l f i l  t h e  f u n c t i o n  w h ich  -eu-t u n d e r s t a n d in g  f u l f i l s , n u n e l y ,
{/.*.c ■f'-j u  t-t/ w-t-'-'<; I  </*>/ li u $
-feat —of  3-ynthfed>irsd.-ng—idHyfes-rbtrt,1.t  would a t  th e  some tim e be
c a p a b le  o f  p r e s e n t i n g  to  i t s e l f  th e  m a n i fo ld  p s i t h . r e g a r d  to  w hich
(we may
o u r  u n d e r s t a n d in g  i s  e n t i r e l y  d e p e n d e n t  An i n t u i t i o n .  B u ^ w h a t  
i s  th e  use  o f  a ssu m in g  th e  e x i s t e n c e  of an  u n d e r s t a n d in g  «© 
a b s o l u t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from  our own?I'he answ er i s  t h a t  the  
c o n t r a s t  may h e l p  u s  to  g r a s p  th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f our own u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g .  The i d e a  o f  an  i n t u i t i v e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  i s  by no means
V
su p e rf lu o u s , in d e e d  i t  i s  a  n e c e s s a r y  i d e a , b u t  t h a t  i s  n o t  t o  be
ta k e n  to  im ply  t h a t  su ch £  an  u n d e r s t a n d in g  r e a l l y  e x i s t s .  We a r e
n o t  co nce rne  w i th  th e  q u e s t io n  w h e th e r  i t  e x i s t s  o r  n o t» jO u r  
fK’J? & fl&e-
p r o b l e m i s  t o  -appr e h end th e  n a tu r e  o f  o u r  own u n d e r s t a n d in g ,a n d
Au«7 /«<? fcfrvv
we - can ■ « w -  - t h a  t  i n  o r d e r  to  be  p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  an o b j e c t  a t
a l l  we r e q u i r e  the  s y n t h e t i c  u n i t y  o f  c o n sc io u s n e a a ,w h ic h  i s  th e
c-^r
fu n d a m e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  f e e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g . .  -Our"-under s ta n d in g —  
io  cupob  1 c—o-^-ui-Hrr,ing—a H ~ v u r - ld e a s . .  I t  i s  th e  c o n d i t i o n  o f  f e c i x 
^ b e lo n g in g  to  one and th e  same s e l f .  T h i s ^ i e - a  m e re ly  a n a l y t i c  
p r o p o s i t i o n ,b e c a u s e  by p re s u p p o s in g  t h i s  we do nob go beyond the  
sp h e re  o f  mere f e -.inkingb v e . r -est r i c t  t ne-
i doa ayw l-fe o u t  i rt-a tny •-way-4a-tfcxiaining.-.- the -■
5—our 
r  •• 'thought.
\/e s a y  n o th in g  rao'-e th a n  t h a t  a l l  ou r  i d e a s  b e lo n g  to  the  
one s u b j e c t  w h ich  t h i n k s  them^. " S h is  p r i n c i p l e  i s  n o t ,h o w e v e r ,  
to  be  ta k e n  a s  a p p ly in g  to  e v e r y  p o s s i b l e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,b u t  o n ly  
to  t h a t  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  th ro u g h  yf'M M  whose p u re  a p p e r c e p t io n ,  
i n  th e  i d e e  ’ j jaa* , no t h i n g  m a n i f o ld  i s  g i v e n .  An u n d e r s t a n d in g  
w hich  th ro u g h  i t s  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  c o u ld  su p p ly  bo i t s e l f  th e  
m a n i f o ld  o f  i n t u i t i o n  -  an  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , t h a t  i s  to  s a y , t h r o u g h
/ I - / • • • ' . • V v V . / r  ? A * /  • ■ # • * '  »  >  v /
whose - id ea  the  o b j e c t s  o f  th e  - id e a  sh o u ld  a t  th e  same tim e e x i s t ,  
w ould  n o t  r e o u i r e , x o r  th e  u n i t y  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s , a  s p e c i a l  a c t  
o f  s y n t h e s i s  o f  th e  m a n i f o ld .  F o r  th e  human u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  
h o w e v er ,w h ic h  t h i n k s  o n ly ,a n d  do es  n o t  i n t u i t , t h a t  a c t  i s  
n e c e s s a r y .  I t  i s  in d e e d  the  f i r s t  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  human u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g , a n d  i s  so  i n d i s p e n s a b l e  t o  i t  t h a t  we c a n n o t  form  th e  
l e a s t  c o n c e p t io n  o f  any o t h e r  p o s s i b l e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , e i t h e r  o f  
su ch  as  i s  i t s e l f  i n t u i t i v e  o r  or any t h a t  may p o s s e s s  an  u n d e r ­
l y i n g  mode o f  s e n s i b l e  i n t u i t i o n  w hich  i s  d i f f e r e n t  i n  k in d  from
th a t  in  space and t im e 1' .  (B 1 3 3 ,I3 9 )  j T h a t  si. human 4oaowe-Mg& i s
e s s e n t i a l l y  a  know ledge w h ich  c o n ta in s  two e l e m e n t s , i n t u i t i o n
<y iCif-V t ' 'J
and u n d e rs ta n d in g ,b e c o m e s  -even-aior-O" c l e a r  when we c o n s id e r  the  
facet th a tW m a i  b e in g s  a r e  ^u ir t e u n a b le  to  c o n ce iv e  any d i s t i n c t  
i d e a  o f  th e  k in d  o f  knowledge t h a t  would be p o s s e s s e d  by an
e/c^ es
i n t u i  t i v e  under s t a n d in g  o r  an i .n t e l l e c  cu a l  i r i ^ t u i t i o n .  T h is  -eteefi 
n o t  me a n ,  how ever ,  th £ b  th e  i d e a  o f  su c h  knov/ledge i s  a r b i t r a r i l y  
c o n c e iv e d .  On th e  c o n t r a r y ,  how n e c e s s a r y  t h i s  i d e a  i s  may be 
g a th e r e d  from  th e  f a c t  t h a t  w i th o u t  assum ing  i t  we sh o u ld  be un­
a b le  t o  u n d e r s ta n d  th e  s p e c i f i c  n a tu r e  o f  o u r  own dcnowledge.The 
c o n c e p t io n  o f  an  i n t u i t i v e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  i s  j u s t  a s  n e c e s s a r y  
a s  t h a  a ssu m p tio n  t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t s  a  w o rld  o f  t h in g s  i n  them­
s e l v e s  b e h in d  th e  w o rld  o f  mere a p p e a ra n c e s ,A n  i n t u i t i v e  u n d e r ­
s t a n d in g  would be f u n d a m e n ta l ly  d i f f e r e n t  f ro m jo u r  ovm b e c a u s e ,  
n o t  b e in g  d e p en d e n t  on th in g 3  b e in g  g iv e n  to  i t , i t  would know
t h i n g s  a s  t h e y  a r e  i n  th e m s e lv e s  by  i t s  own a c t iv i ty . ) V - ’e can  
see  more c l e a r l y  w hat t h e  c o n c e p t  o f a  t h i n g  i n  i t s e l f  m ean s .
The t h i n g  i n  i t s e l f  would be th e  o b j e c t  o f  a  b e in g  f o r  whose 
knowledge t h e r e  w ;u id  be  no d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw e e n  w hat was t o  be 
d e te rm in e d  and i t s  d e te r m in in g  f a c u l t y , a  be ng t o  whom o b j e c t s  
would be g iv e n  b y  a  mere a n a l y s i s  o f  i t s  c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t y .
C e v - t - e y  f T t '.  u .X  / t s
The two iid-en s -  t  ie JLdea o i^  th in g k  i n  bhcm oclvos and the  i d e a  
o f  a .  i n t u i t i v e  u  . d e r s t a n d i n g  ~ a re  s t r i c t l y  p a r a l l e l . w e  had  
to  assume th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h i n g s  i n  th e m se lv e s  i n  o r d e r  to  
u n d e r s t a n d  th e  p e c u l i a r  c h a r a c t e r  o f  o u r  own o b j e c t s  a s  mere 
a p p e a r a n c e s .b u t  we c o u ld  n o t  even  a s k  w hat p r o p e r t i e s  th e s e
s j j . s . L e . . i - i - i f  f o  ( '  • ' . A
t h i n g s  p o s s e s s e d .  S i m i l a r l y  we have  to' eon-ce -iv e - th e  i d e a  o f  a  
knowledge a b s o l u t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from  o u r  own i n  d r  d e r  to  u n d e r ­
s t a n d  the  n a tu r e  o f  o u r  own k n o w led g e ,B u t  we c a n n o t  even  a s k  
w h e th e r  su ch  knowledge e x i s t s  o r  how i t  c o u ld  ta k e  p l a c e  .-The -
~i.de a.-of—a n  . j  tu i- t i-ve- -und-em t&nd-i-ng - i s  --HtH^64»e^"-be^e«etr-irt-
raafcas-us-aware- o f  -the - f a c t  - t h a t -  - o u r —u a d a r& ta n d in g  i s  - a  f a c u l t y  
o f  m e r t t --s y n t l u ^ a i , a r x ti-c a p a b l e - o f  .p r o d u c i n g - - I t - —obj-e.e-.t a  . Th a t  A a
concep.t a b b y  nieana._ol,an..ac:L_QlTmierc---.lliXiixlni!: ^ v h ; v r .w r . . . x a i n o t -  f u l l y
r e  a l -
> - t h s - - n a t u r a a f :—o a r - a b j a e t a — and w a y --our—o b j - c e - t e
mn n l.-die.--x.eg .a r .d ea-as-)nere a ppear-aricefij l t  h a s  o f t e n  been  q u e s t io n e d  
w h e th e r  th e  d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  t h i n g  i n  i t s e l f  sh o u ld  bo ta k e n  
s e r i o u s l y . a n d  a  g r e a t  many i n t e r p r e t e r s  o f  K ant have  t r i e d  to  
e l i m in a t e  i t  a s  b e in g  of no im p o r ta n c e .T h e re  i s ,h o w e v e r ,n o t  th e  
s l i g h t e s t  e v id e n c e  t h a t  X an t e v e r  gave up t h i s  d o c t r i n e .  Through­
o u t  a l l  h i s  w r i t i n g s  he m a i n t a i n s  h i s  fu n d a m e n ta l  p o s i t i o n *  
n a m e ly , th e  d o c t r i n e  t h a t  our o b j e c t s  a r e  mere a p p e a ra n c e s  and
M-vfclA
t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t ^  b e h in d  them a  w o r ld  o f  t h in g s  i n  th e m se lv e s .
/S-"-’/  -At to  t i t f  h 'd J u , i vs f fr - '- fJ '
■ft-mu&fc bo no ted ,h o w ev e r > -  and t h i s  i s  a  p o i n t  o f  e q u a l  im p o r t -
j?
ance -  t h a t  K ant i s  a l s o  f i rm y  co n v in c ed  t h a t  we can have  no
•eortoopt)iot:v wh&fcpvcr o f  th e  n a t u r e  o f  th e  t h i n g s  i n  th e ; i3 e lv e c »«.»i id
t h a t  we know n o t h in g  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  b e tw e e n !  them and o u r  own
Co c-1*.At vf-
w o rid  o f  a p p e a r a n c e s e  must-vrcrfr even  s a $  - t f t a t  t h i n g s  i n  them -
•?W?w» H  , . , -,
s e l v e s ,  a r e  c a u s e s  o f  a .rpearances>-beoo.ue- i n  d o in g  so we sh o u ld  
A
be a p p ly in g  to  t h i n g s  i n  th e m s e lv e s  a  c a t e g o r y  w h ich  a c c o rd in g  to  
Plant i s  a p p l i c a b l e  o n ly  t o  a p p e a ra n c e s  ( n e i t h e r  can  v/e e ay- t h a t
time ) f o r —such—fefe— i^Aght— —us—±mag±i te t h a t  we c o u ld
, t. tn fii i f i . i - <■- oh j  a  a  tiL-t.h a t..sa ti a t e d  in d e  pe nd a naLy-ur- sp a ce  
and—time j. K ant l e a v e s  us i n  no d o u b t  w h a te v e r  a s  to  h i s  b c i x e i  t h a t  
th e  human mind car, fo rm  no c o n c e p t io n  w h a te v e r  o f  any  o b j e c t  o t h e r  
th a n  an o b j e c t  o f  .p o s s ib le  e x p e r i e n c e ,
'M f¥ £ M £ 6  o r  o f a  knowledge w h ich  w ould  n o t  
l i k e  o u r s  c o n ta in  i n t u i t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d in g  a s i t s  e le m e n t s .
The r e c o g n i t i  v. o f  th e  f a c t  t h a t  K ant yi,<6%0 r e g a r d s  i t  
as  q u i t e  im p o s s ib le  f o r  th e  human mind to  form  any c l e a r
c o n c e p t io n  o f  a  knowledge w hich d id  n o t  c o n s i s t  o f  i n t u i t i o n  and 
u n d e r s t a n d in g  i s  o f the  u tm o s t  im p o r ta n c e ; i f  o n ly  i n  o r d e r  t h a t  
we sh o u ld  a v o id  th e  m is ta k e  of t a k in g  K a n t ' s  a n a l y s i s  o f human 
knowledge to  be a  p s y c h o l o g ic a l  a n a l y s i s .  By op p o sin g  one k in d
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of knowledge to  a n o th e r* K a n t  makes i t  a p p e a r  afi i f  he  b e l i e v e d
s
sfcftt th e  f a c t  t h a t  o u r  knowledge depondfc*® on i n t u i t i o n  and  u n d e r -  
K  C-«
s t a n d in g  v^err a  p s y c h o l o g ic a l  f a c t , d u e  to  th e  p e c u l i a r  c o n s t i t u t i o n
o f  th e  human m ind . Such an  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  K a n t ' s  d o c t r i n e  i s
s
su g g e s te d  by a  g r e a t  many o f  h i s  own s t a t e m e n t s .F o r  i n s t a n c e ,h e  
say s  th . t  i n t u i t i o n  ta k e s  p la c e  o n ly  i n  so f a r  a s  an  o b j e c t  i d  
g iv en  to  u s ,a n d  t h a t  t h i s  i s  o n ly  p o s s i b l e , to  man a t  l e a s t . i n  so 
f a r  as  the  mind i s  a f f e c t e d  in  a  c e r t a i n  w ay. (133) L a te r  he  say s  
t h a t  i t  i s  s o l e l y  from  th e  human s t a n d p o in t  t h a t  we can ap eak  
o f  s p a c e ,a n d  t h a t  tim e i s  a  m e re ly  s u b j e c t i v e  c o n d i t i o n  o f  our 
human i n t u i t i o n . (1351) A g a i n , s e n s i b i l i t y , h e  s a y s , i s  a
1-jO m
l e d g e  w h ich  i s  - e c u i i a r  t o  u s  and  need  n o ! " n e c e s s a r i ly  he  s h a r e d  
hy e v e ry  b e i n g ,  though, c e r t a i n l y  by e v e r y  human b e i n g .  (B59)
Ji jr<' \*tkA-S*i (SO'.'.-P. jMAA.
These a r e  o n ly  a  few o u t  o f  many possible -i n s t a n c e e w Wo have 
to examine th e  question w h e th e r  these s t a t e m e n t s  r e & l ly  im p ly  
t h a t  K an t h e l i e v e s  h i s  a n a l y s i s  o f  human know ledge to he a  
p s y c h o l o g i c a l  o n e .  I f  we t h ou g h t  t h a t  t h i s  -was so^ we -shotrM h av e  
to  'b e l ie v e  t h a t  w h a t K an t s e t s  o u t  t o  do .in th e  C r i t i c  us o f  Pure
/wnnaM.
I .ea so n  i s  t o  d i s c o v e r  th e  p e c u l i a r  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  th e^ m in d .
What h e  f i n d s  o u t  i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  i s  t h a t  th e  human mind h b p p e n s  
t o  he d e p e n d e n t  ox; two s o u r c e s  o f  c o g n i t i o n , i n t u i t i o n  and u n d e r ­
s t a n d in g s  and t h a t  i t  p o s s e s s e s  a  p e c u l i a r  k in d  o f  i n t u i t i o n  and  
a p e c u l i a r  k in d  o f  u n d e rs ta n d in g , .  T h is  w ould  im p ly  t h a t  K an t was
o f  th e  o p in io n  t h a t  human b e in g s  p o s s e s s e d  some p e c u l i a r  k in d
knowledge
01  co^hi'tipV ;, and  the t  t h e r e  m ig h t  be o t h e r  b e in g s  whose knowledge 
was o f  an  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  k in d ja n d  o . t h i s  viev, knowledge would 
be n o th in g  b u t  th e  p r o d u c t  o f  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  ty p e  o f mind w hich  
th e  b e in g  who kuows h ap p en s  to  p o s s e s s .
I t  car; e a s i l y  be shown t h a t  such  an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
o f  K a n t ’ s  a rgum ent w ould  be e n t i r e l y  m is ta k e n .  In  th e  f i r s t  
p l a c e  we may n o te  t h a t  i n  th e  p a s s a g e  w h ich  we have q u o ted  Kant
sp e a k s  o f  th e  human mind n o t  a s  opposed  t o  th e  m inds o f  o th e c
a s  opposed
f i n i t e  b e i n g s ; b u t/^ to  a  mind c a p a b le  o f  knowing t h in g s  a s  th e y
• y.-
a re  i n  t h e m s e l v e s , t h a t  i a  t o  sayjpto th e  mind o f  a  superhuman
b e in g  endowed w i t h  an i n t e l l e c t u a l  Ui-tdcty o la n d in g  o r  on i n t u i t i v e
u n d e r s t a n d !  ;g . \:e have  a l r e a d y  se en  why K ant b e l i e v e s  i t
n e c e s s a r y  to  c o n c e iv e  th e  i d e a  o f  a, knowledge e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t
from ou r  own,and we h ave  a l s o  se en  why he b e l i e v e s  t h a t  7/e can
The i d e a  o f  a  f i n i t e  knowledge
have no, knowledge o f  i t  -whfctCTer  4
d i f f e r e n t  from  o u r  own would be o f  no h e l p  t o  u s  i n  o u r  a t t e m p t  
to  u n d e r s ta n d  th e  n a tu r e  o f  o u r  own k now ledge . The o n ly  k in d  
o f  knowledge t h a t  i s  r e a l  t o  us i s  the k in d  w hich  we o u r s e lv e s
ri
£ 7 .
po s s e a s , know ledge t h a t  :ila d e p e n d e n t  on i n t u i t i o n  end u n d e r s t a n d i n g .  
I n t u i t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d i n g  c o n t a i n  th e  a  p r i o r i  o b j e c t i v e  
c o n d i t i o n s  o f  a l l  k now ledge . The fo rm s oi i n t u i t i o n  and  th e  r u l e s  
o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  a r e  n o t  m e re ly  s u b j e c t i v e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  the  
human m in d ,b u t  a re  a  i r r i o r i  c o n d i t i o n s  oi o b j e c t i v e  e x p e r ie n c e *  
Through them we a re  p r e s e n t e d  w i th  a  w o r ld  w h ich  obeys o b j e c t i v e  
and n e c e s s a r y  r u l e s ,w h e r e a s  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  th e  mind 
c o u ld  n e v e r  po ose  o any a  p r i o r i  v a l i d i t y .  The m ethod o f  t r a n s c e n d ­
e n t a l  p h i lo s o p h y  i s  f u n d a m e n ta l ly  d i f f e r e n t  from  tha t,  o f  p s y c h o lo g y ,  
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  plri I  os ophy
f o r  s e e k s  to  d i s c o v e r  th e  n e c e s s a r y  a  p r i o r i  c o n d i t i o n s
o f  e x p e r ie n c e  w h e reas  g t fg /X&fc ' x  p sy c h o lo g y  depend s  e n t i r e l y  upon 
o b s e r v a t i o n  o f  enipi i c a l  f a c t s .  We a e n n o t , t h e r e f o r e , a s c r i b e  any  
n e c e s s i t y  o r  u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  to  th e  law s w h ich  a r e  d i s c o v e r e d  
by p s y c h o lo g y .  ' I f  we a re  to  u n d e rs ta n d  the  fu n d a m e n ta l  d i s t i n c t i o n  
be tw een  th e  s u b j e c t i v i t y  w h ich  h u n t  a t t r i b u t e s  to  p s y c h o l o g ic a l  
p r o p e r t i e s  o f  th e  mind and t h a t  w hich he  a t t r i b u t e s  to  th e  p u re  
fo rm s o f  i n t u i t i o n  and th e  c a t e g o r i e s  we m ust g r a s p  th e  s p e c i f i c  
m ean ing  o f  h i s  c o n c e p t  o f  o b j e c t i v i t y .  The a  p r i o r i  c o n d i t i o n s  
o f e x p e r i e n c e  -  th e  p u re  fo rm s o f i n t u i t i o n £ / y . i . e . s p a c e  and  t im e ,  
and the  r u l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , ! . e . th e  c a t e g o r i e s  and p r i n c i p l e s  
-  a r e  s u b j e c t i v e  i n  t h a t  th e y  do n o t  e n a b le  u s  to  know t h in g s  a s  
th e y  a re  i n  the ' . s e lv e s .  On th e  o t h e r  h a n d , th e y  a rc  o b j e c t i v e l y  
v a l i d  b e c a u se  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  o b j e c t s  i s  im p o s s ib le  w i th o u t  them .
T his  means t h a t  we have  to  deny t h e i r  a b s o l u te  o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y ,  
b u t ^ a s s e r t  t h e i r  o b j e c t i v e  n e c e s s i t y  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  e v e ry  o b j e c t .
To s t a t e  t h i s  i 3  s u f f i c i e n t , s i n c e  we c a n n o t  form any i d e a  o f  an 
o b j e c t  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  th e  fo rm s o f  i n t u i t i o n  and the  c a t e g o r i e s .
But p s y c h o l o g ic a l  law s a re  o f  a  d i f f e r e n t  s t a t u s .  }?.veh i f  we had  
d i s c o v e r e d ,  by means o f  p sy c h o lo  i c a l  e n q u i r y , t h a t  a l l  the  human 
m inds w h ich  we had  i n v e s t i g a t e d  p o s s e s s e d  a  c e r t a i n  p ro p e r ty ,v /e  
sh o u ld  be e n t i t l e d  to  s t a t e  o n ly  a  g e n e r a l  r u l e  and n o t  a  u n iv o r s a . i l  
n e c e s s a r y  o n e , s i n c e  v/e c o u ld  n o t  be c e r t a i n  t h a t  we sh o u ld  n o t  come 
a c r o s s  an i n s t a n c e  to  w hichA the r u l e  d id  n o t  a p p ly ,  b e  c a n ,h o w e v e r ,
'-8 • i ^  ,
i -*"7 e»' h*u«r
,’oe q u i t e  c e r t a i n  t h a t  •ttier-e-ctjnntrt- '& e-a know ledge i-~rwt
c o n ta in  i n t u i t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d i n g .
The f a c t  t h a t  i n t u i t i o n  anti u n d e r s t a n d i n g  a r e  
t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from  one a n o th e r  r a i s e s  a  new p r o b le m , ! o r  we 
c a n n o t  h e l p  ashing how two su ch  fundamentally different f a c u l t i e s  
can  'be made to  coop, r a t e ,  K a n t ’ s answ er i s  t h a t  this rs made 
p o s s i b l e  by th e  i m a g i n a t io n .  I t  i s  n o t  trie u n d e r s t a n d in g  b u t  th e  
im a g in a t io n  w h ich  p e r fo rm s  th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  th e  i t te tr r  g iv e n  to  
us i n  i n t u i t i o n . I n  th e  f i r s t  p l a c e  we m ust a s h  why h u n t  r e g a r d s
VjU/
i t  a s  im p o s s ib le  t h a t  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  s h o u ld  be a b le  t o  p e r fo rm
A
th e  s y n t h e s i s . ,a n d  why he sh o u ld  t h i n k  i t  n e c e s s a r y  to  assume 
th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  t h i r d  f a c u l t y  o f  th e  mind i n  a d d i t i o n  to  i n t u i t *
CV.V
i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d in g ,T h e  e& sw tr t o  t h i s  i s  t h a t  K ant b e l i e v e s  
t h a t  u n d e r s t a n d in g  i e  a  m ere f a c u l t y  o f  t h o u g h t .  I t  can o n ly  
p ro d u ce  r u l e s  o f  §n the  s i s ,w h i c h  a r e  mere f u n c t i o n s .  I n  o r d e r  to  
i n d i c a t e  t h e i r  n a t u r  a s  mere f u n c t i o n s  K a n t , a s  we have  s e e n , c a l l s  
t h a t  w hich  i s  u s i t e d  by  t h e n  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  o b j e c t  o r  a  mere X, 
S i m i l a r l y , t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a p p e r c e p t io n  may be s a i d  to  be  a  mere X* 
and t h i s  means t h a t  j u s t  a s  th e  o b j e c t  d o e s  n o t  c o n t a i n  any 
m a n i fo ld  a .  lo n g  a s  a s  i t  i s  r e g a r d e d  a s  an o b j e c t  o f  the  u n d e r -  
s t a n d in g  a lo n e  so  th e  mind a s  a  m e re ly  syn-fch-c t i c  f a c u i t y * t h a t  i s
4 -
to  sa y  th e  mind i n  so f a r  as  i t  i s  n o th in g  b u t  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ' s  
em ptypa  mere X ,an d  a s  r e g a r d s  th e  c o n te n t  o f  i t s  th o u g h t  e n t i r e l y  
d e p en d e n t  on w ha t .is g iv e n  to  i t  i n - i n t u i t i o n ,  ip p e r e e jb i io n  by  
i t s e l f  i s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  d e te rm in in g  a  m a n i f o ld  by c e r t a i n  r u l e s  
o f  s y n t h e s i s , a n d  w ha t i s  t o  be s y n t h e t i s e d  c a n n o t  h e lo n g  to  th e  
d e te r m in a t iv e  f a c u l t y . I n t u i t i o n , o n  th e  o t h e r  h a n d , i s  e n t i r e l y  
p a s s i v e ,a n d  c a n n o t  d e te rm in e  a t  a l l .  The im a g in a t io n  m ust f i l l  
t h i s  g .-p ,sn d  i t  i s  q u a l i f i e d  to  do s o , s i n c e  on K a n t’ s  v iew  i t  i s  
c a p a b le  b o th  o f  d e te r m in in g  ana o f  b e in g  d e te r m in e d .  I t  i s  a 
d e te r m in a t iv e  f a c u l t y  o f  th e  mind i n  so  f a r  a s  i t  e n a b le s  u s  toi
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p a s s . from, one id e a  bo ano ther*and  so to  ach iev e  a  s y n th e s is  
of- ,fh<a Adoae g iv en  in. in tu i t io n *  and -y«t i t  rem ains w ith in  the  
-ophojeo,-of ra&ro; d e t.ey m in alJ ili-ty jtiia t ia  to  asy  w ith in  the sphere
•f a o u i ty -o r -  the-m ind .ihe i.iiauginavion i t  s e l l  .does n o t -poococo 
onyv^uiea o i sy n th e s is*  She .sya-tneaia which i t  pei-forms i s  
.-df a l l  ae to rm ina  ui on «uud tua.t i s  vmy h a n t c a l l s  i t  a  
b iin a  f im c tio n  o f .the soul*  "S y n th es is  in- genariU »as we s h a l l  
hereaftej? . .■ e e e , ie  th e  mere r e s u l t  oi .th e  power o f im ag in a tio n , 
a  h l i n d i i u t  indsinpenaaule fu n c tio n  o f-iiie - » o u l,w ia io u t: which • 
we shou ld  have no knowledge w h a tso ev e r,h u t o i  which we a r e  
scar.oeiy- ev e r oonaoions^ '^ h r i n g  tn i s  aynthe-aie to  concen ts .. 
-is a  1 u n c tio n  wiii.cn,. oelong*,.-to -thei unders tanning»and i t  
through th i#  fuh.ction.-oi unde^teaading; th a t  we f i r s t  
^i*jfe&B^.toowl©dges jfr.operly:--ec o .aliea" (h io a ) - .
- a n t  diBti.ngui.bhee between two ainus, o f s y n th e s is ,
(a.), uyn the  s r  s in  t e l l  eg t u a l i  s- and (:h; - ayn t h e s is  apeoioaa+i h c . 
ca teg o ry  taken  by t t e e i i  c o n ta in s  a  p r in c ip le  o i  s y n th e s is  
vi n t e l l e  c t u a i i s  »th a t  4,s-. to.-, say .a  ay n th u eie  w hich han n o ^ rfe ren ce  
• .to in tu i t i o n  or, the..m nnifcld*i'he d i f f e r e n t  actB-ofasyntteewiB. ■ 
iiw e .^ e re  functions.. o f  though t. I f  oui th in k in g  in- to.: rece ive- a 
con tent-, we must re  fax:?‘the  ru les., o f . the  under* tanu ing  to  
in tu i t io n . ,  ana. what i s  g iv en  b y - i t .  *nib i s  made p o s s ib le  by:.r- 
: ^ i t i . f a o f i l ty .  oi .the. mind which- ip  im m ediately connected w ith  
i *»miic ly-*the imagiBati-©ri.*-.,l'he im ag ina tion  i s  connected 
S 'i th .in t.h itio B  since, i f .  is., cstncexiiea. w ith  sensuous id e a s , and
o o n n eq tea .w ith  the un deraten d in g  s iu c c  i t  en a b le s  us  
&teg8$6t#c.i ia e a s ,a n d  thus p o s s e s s e s  a  pr in o r p le  of;, s p o n ta n e ity •
, i t  la c k s  d e f in i t e  r u le s  o f  s y n th e s is . i t t  cannot p ro - 
duce^anjr ha#wleagej»and i s  e n t i r e ly  dependent:® c the,w ndfV atending 
wacwt f  pne t io ti i t .  i <% provide., i t -  w ith  r u l e - f i g h t r /  tMaich
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f ig u r a t iv e  s y n t h e s i s , i f  i t  be v iew ed  m erely  in  i t s  r e l a t io n  to  
the o r ig in a l  s y n t h e t ic  u n ity  o f  a p p e r c e p t io n ,t h a t - i s # t o  the  
tr a n sc e n d e n ta l .u n ity  w hich ia* th ou gh t ln  th e  eategdr,i e e ,n lu e t , in  
order to  b e  d ie t in g u ie h e d  from th e  m erely  i n t e l l e c t u a l  co m b in a tio n , 
be cab led  th e  tra n a o en d e n ta l a y n th e s is  o f  im a g in a tio n . Im ag in ation  
i e  th e  ^ fa c u lty  o f  r e p r e s e n t in g  in  i n t u i t i o n  an o b je c t  th a t  i s  n o t
io n ,o w in g  to t h e .s u b j e c t iv e  e o n d it io n  under-w hich a lo n e  i t  ©an 
g iv e  t o  th e  tcen cep te  ©f u n d ersta n d in g s*  corresp on d in g  i n t u i t i o n ,  
b e lo n g s  t o  s e n s i b i l i t y . B ut inasm uch a s i t s  s y n t h e s is 1 i s  an s k p r e s e io i  
o f  sp o n ta n e ity ttrh ic h  ie d e t s r m in a t iv *  arid n o t tH k e  se n se ,d e te r m in ­
a b le  mer.©2ty«and w hich: i s  th e r e fo r e  a b le  t©  d eterm ln e se n se  a p r io r i  
in  r e s p e c t  e f  I t s  f o r a  in  accordance w ith  th e  u n i t y  o f  a p p e r c e p t io n ,  
im a g in a tio n  j e  to  -that e x te p t  a  f a c u l t y  w hioh d eterm in es the  
senBljmA^rtesfc p r l s r i jand  i t s  s y n t h e s i s  o f  in t u it io n s *  oonform ing - 
ae i t  d oes to  th e  c a t e g o r ie s tffiuet be th e  tr a n sc e n d e n ta l s y n th e s is  
o f  im a g in a tio n . . T h is s y n t h e s is  i s  an a c t io n , o f  th e  uhdetfstending  
on the- s e n s ib i l i t y ia n d  i s ;  i t s s f i r a t  a p p lic a t io n  -  and therSby^ 
g r o u n ^ e f  a M l ^ i t s : o th e r  .a p p l ic a t io n s  •  to  th e  o b je c t s  o f  our p o S e lb li  
i n t u i t i o n .  As f i g u r a t i v e * i t  i s  d is t in g u is h e d  from th e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  
sy n th fftis ,w h io h  i s  c a r r ie d  o u t by the u n d erstan d in g  a lo n e ,w ith o u t  
the a id  e f  th e  im a g in a tio n ”,  (B 151*11)2)  ^ i s  .ci.. . 7
tosra dMwiWJ&ysesBi su r p r is ^ j^  that Xsnt d e fin es  the imaginetlobs 
here a s ; the .fa c u lty  o f rep resen tin g  i«  In tu it io n  dn^ebjeet that 
i s  not / i t s e l f  ^ p resen t.It i s  however easy to  see why he Hioeo'wd^ -^
Por by-.SKt tr ib e  tin g  to  the im agination toe power o f  rd ^ p reS en t'iiig<<"i 
6X1 obj*©t- th*fc i e  not i  tee I f  p resen t,h e d e a r ly  ih d i crates that *c 
th® t^MdllilLlon comes between in tu it io n  and understandihg,snd hsb
some w ith  b oth  o f  t h e e * © I n t u i t io n is  - e n t i r e l y
S<*A UUlA ' j^Tctu-UJ
p a s s iv e  l i t  jw r s ly ^ r e o e iv e s  id eeto w h ich  have n o th in g  tec de
en a b le s  u s t©;: r e p r e se n t, t o  ourew lves- a® s b js o t .  t h a t l *  bet" p r e s e n t .  
I f  i t  i #  t© bring- t h i s  abou t i t  must> be a b le  t©  d # ia o te  than m erely
• Mow s in c e  a l l  our i n t u i t io n  i s  B en # ib le» th e  im a g in a t
in g
one anAthor,  i^ T h e ^ im s i  it ta tip n  isfcsa id ; 2to^Se?S£ re»ul% y Whi(Of
AS. e  • v
* ammlaem.44+m*Sim.fnwfe b«*ft % faculty  Of,r-conneotin* d iffe ren t 
d d a * » , n n d . f h i *  4 i a p U e ^ ^ ^ , ; :lpi«*in*tAP% P ^ o rM * *
,< * ert* i»  p r in c ip le  of ay o fh ea ifu B u t i;th i* fa£Amf t.i*« k ind  o f  r ,-.../ *
s y n th e s is  must n o t he confused  w ith  the s y n th e s is  which has - . 
v been b rough t to  panoep ts end da te rm in a l by ru J .ee .o f  th e  under-  
s t a n d i n g .  The. eyn the  s i s  o f im ag in a tio n  (s y n th e s is  gpfcoioBa) 
rem ains w ithim fithe sphere , o f s e n s i b i l i t y  tend when we say .-that,,: 
■ im ag in a tio n  e n a b le s  ue to  r e p re s e n t  to  o u rsa lv e e  on o b je c t  
t: th h t  i t :  n o t  i t s e l f  proffent w e.de n o t mean th a t  t h i s  e b le a t  i s
an ohjeotx in  the  o t r i o t  ssn « e» _ A ll th a V il^ a g in a tio n  can do i s
< l ‘/ c /  1 lj
to  o a l i  ,b%ok s ^ u o u s  ddew® and to  combine them*
i -and th f it  Siw i^ sn t says tfc*t :f  t,d* . tha  f  ao u l ty .;o f  .re p re se n t-  
;;in g  in  . i n tu i t io n  an obi e a t, t h a t  l a  n o t 1  te e  I f  p re se n t J i t  must
• s J ./)iy
be remenbeyed th a t  &ent h o ld s  th a t  th e  a y n th ® * #  ft* Id eas- and 
the jp r in c ip le  jrhioh g iv e s  u n ity  to  i t  b e lo n g  i p  two d i f f e r e n t  
-inoudtieB  o f  -the m ind.The e y n th e s is  ia  c a r r ie d  ou t b y .th e  • 
xJLmegdnmtrion.while s y n th e t ic  u n ity  i s  ach ieved . by the u n d e rsta n d #  
in g  and a p p e r c e p tio n . “The s y n th e s is  o f  id e a s  r e s t s  on im a g in a t­
io n ;  and th e ir  a y n th e t io  u n ity#w h ich  i s  r eq u ire d  fftr  judgneat*..-. 
jiPn^the u n ity  o f  a p p e r c e p tio n 1’ .  (B194) on i i lm t’ s  view, th e se  two 
f a c t e  adm it o f  no doubt % (a ) th a t  th e  a^ n th aa la  . i a  fotually^^  
pasfoym ed by th e  im a g in a tlo n ,  and (b ). t h a t  .the s y n th e s is  o f  the  
pvIm a g in a tio n  o u s t  be brough t - t o  .oonoep.ts* J-dWt - t h i s  A  
c-iSyjabfrcs l e  i s  n o t  detew aineoU by the.: un d ersta n d in g end by npperoepl 
aaiohtiyhi.sh  i.ia the  • o ri gi n a l  -aou ros of  , <» l i  :i t a --r u l es.. o f  a ^ t h a q le » 
is ih a r a  aan be no r e a l  <|j®.erience o f  ob Jects.Sm r I f .  we are to tCb si!;?
r y h t a g ty l  w ith  an abJeo.t a t  d. 1 we must b«h*bl* to  r e f e r  
iAmw &iaiana o e lf-co n sc io u sn ess* an d  th a t  lb  th e  work ..of ufctet i 
*n
• * * •  f t i e  .  .  . . .  • *  . .
understand ing  and sm *  o f  tha  im ag ination  ftwhieh ~ia a jsa « S ly .:I io r
-  - W r s i -
.‘•ensuous fao u itjr.«J  t  -1 a . iha •ensuou^ o h h ra* tf»  fh a4 fM « ln a tio i 
whUh oompeis ue teasoiibe tha :aa,t ot .aynthaaia tedt^or it
i s  due to  i t a  p o sse ss io n  o f th i s  ch a rac te r l a t t e  th a t  the
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im a g in a tio n  IB ia n e d ia t s ly  •a n a * o te d „ w ith  i n t u i t i o n  and
alsorehhas r  efcaoftuwhyrwoycannot.ae c r ib s  the
irrC- j^
pfl9ife&§l« »fc44ars to  ■> th a  lmeg in a t io n *  f * s a»r, ca n n o t. oqjae.s.Ayf .ja
-VAxi.
-or’ etjfb&lty o r  id e a s  e x c e p t  by means M r  *fci*act«***|id;;#i*r id e a  o f  
aaeli %. u n ity  cannot- -therefore,be':.d erived ;.from ; a genpuoua. jfa cA lty • 
" I t  i e  t h i s  a p p er c ep tio n  w hich muat/be-jadded. to  p u re , im a g in a t io n ,  
U& ■ b r ittle  to-- fe n d e r  i t s  fu n c t io n  in t e l l e c t u a l .F o r -  a in oei th e  
s y n th e s is '  o f - im a g in a t io n  j aefin ee tn  tUa. m a n ifo ld  o n ly  a s . - l t  appear a 
in' inU iiftionva£% r«r7 in * t a » e e , in -  that ahape o f  a  t*M langle*!t i s ,  
titeugK-aaeeroib»&- m  p r l c r l >itlwaya in  itse lf- --  s e n s ib le .A n d  w h ile , 
c'one©pt« ,*hi<Jb beTtaijgs to  tfcB -.u h d erstan d in g ,are  brought in t o  p la y  
tb rW gir’bel& tioirr o f  th e  m a n ifo ld  to : th e  u n i t y  o fi a p p e r c e p tio n ,
J& la  ithe^ ixas^ inatiott; th a t  th ey  canbe brought
i l f l f c t - r f e l a t i d S i  J  f - s  t o  i ; - , . n y
out the i iT ^ ^ p r b b le iw 'o f  i n t u i t i o n  and. ■
Uhde'i^<llh(f!ttg>'^ri^io^ made to  coop era te  has now been s o lv e d .  
K ant’ s s o lu t io n  i s  th a t  t h i s  i s  made p o s s ib le  by the Im a g in a tio n . 
Im agin ation  i s  the in te rm e d ia te  l in k  betw een in t u i t io n  and under­
sta n d in g ,a n d  b /  i t  the human mind i s  a b le  to  r e la t e  th e se  two 
o th erw ise  a b s o lu te ly  d iv e r s e  fu n c t io n s  o f  th e  s o u l .  I t  may seem  
a s i f  Kant oould  n o t have r a is e d  t h i s  problem  i f  he had n ot  
b e lie v e d  th a t  in t u it io n ,im a g in a t io n  and u n d erstand in g  e x is t e d  
as se p a r a te  p a r ts  o f  the s o u l .  T h is ,h o w e v er ,a s  we have a lrea d y  
p o in te d  o u t , i s  n o t the c a s e .  Kant i s  oonvinced  th a t  th e  e lem en ts  
o f  human knowledge are d i f f e r e n t  from one a n o th er ,b u t he does
&. ft. Ad‘7. oiuisf-. aij M..y
n o t a t t r ib u t e  to  them ^ e x is te n c e ^ in d ependent- o f  one aao-th e r f  ;
lnd< »d he s e t s  out to  show th a t  th ey  are dependent on one another
si  <h R. ii. ,_k\ A^wavfl t-i-» c- i i-ts
k£,
understanding-
 ^f ">£\su
s tan d in g  tn t o p rov id e - us -w ith
flinmyirsg// A.s t T . . ^ J h f O  ’**'
And t.he. Im aglnatirSn lB  groundeA_ln_i&
o f the unde r -
t-TCT^ Ic-i d c 
f o r  conne c t i ng our i n tu i t io n s
uitandlng.Whftt. Sant r e l l l y  b a lie v a a ^ la  th a t  human.khowledgi
To b r in g  about kn ow led ge, i n t u i t i o n ,  im a g in a tio n , and 
: u n d erstan d in g  have to  com bine. In  f a c t  th e y  alw ays do ‘ 
^codibihe • I&iowledge would n o t  e x i s t  u n le s s  i n t u i t i o n  p resn n ted  
u b  w ith  a  g iv e n  m a n ifo ld , u n d erstan d in g  su b je c te d  the  
g iv en  m an ifo ld  to  th e  r u le s  o f  s y n t h e s i s ,  and im a g in a tio n  
r e la t e d  slur I n t u i t io n  and u n d erstan d in g  to  one another*
A l l  t h i t  ta k e s  p la c e  a t  th e  same t im e . What i s  g iv e n  to
the tr a n sc e n d e n ta l p h ilo so p h e r  i s  the whole o f  human know ledge,
o f  w hich i n t u i t i o n ,  im a g in a tio n  and u n d erstan d in g  are p a r t s .
The a n a ly s is  shews th a t  knowledge a c t u a l ly  c o n s i s t s  o f  p a r t s ,
th a t  i t  c o n ta in s  w ith in  i t s e l f  e lem en ts  w hich m ust be
mm*.  A
d is t in g u is h e d  from one a n o th er . The ta s k  w hich i s  perform ed
by the T ran scen d en ta l D o c tr in e  o f  E lem ents (th e  T ran scen d en ta l
A e s th e t ic  and th e  T ran scen d en ta l t s a l y t t n  L og ic) i s  to  b r in g
out the d i f f e r e n t  e lem en ts in  human knowledge and shew th e ir
--rP- ■ ■■ ■ * : . • i v.'&
r e la t io n  to  one a n o th er .
■■■% : v ■' . • - -V isA &,*• vi*.,
f e g f .  'v
> ;••••• i s  k* -4M *3 > r :? b  rMsvsi bfe t A
. . t  *r . • . - . r  'js& Sgft; iK - •
-W: «n?JOS SSSSS thsE-,
v0s-? Vh*? ''J&S-
■ a r
%K a se rs tb  ;***•?.?• M H
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'■.■i-.ioh y „ 4..I-S#).,
To t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  " A n a ly t i c "  w h ich  f o l lo w s  t h e  " T ra n s ­
c e n d e n t a l  D ed uo tion"  (Booh I I  o f  t h e  T r a n s c e n d e n t a l  A n a l y t i c )
K an t g i v e s  t h e  h e a d in g  "The A n a l y t i c  o f  P r i n c i p l e s " *  l a t o r  h e  
makes an  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  t i t l o  and  c a l l s  i t  " T r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p o o -  
t r i n e  o f  Judgm ent ( cia t r , .  l y t i c  o f  P r i n c i p l e s )" .
To u n d e r s t a n d  why h e  makes t h i s  change wo h a r e  t o  c o n s u l t  t h e  
two I n t r o d u c t o r y  p a s s a g e s  i n  w h ich  ICant e x p la in s  what; h e  means 
"by t h e  t o r n  " Judg m en t"  ( U r t e i l G k r a f t ) .
We a r e  t o l d  t h a t  Judgm ent i s  t h a t  f a c u l t y  o f  t h e  mind w h ich  
e n a b le s  u s  t o  d e c id e  on  w h e th e r  o r  n o t  e. p a r t i c u l a r  o a se  i s  an
A P'10 /xto
i n s t a n c e  o f  a  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e .  The a b i l i t y ^  o a n n o t  bo a t t r i b u t e d  
t o  the- u n d e r s t a n d in g :  f o r  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  c a n  do n o th in g  b u t
p ro d u c e  c o n c e p ts  w h e th e r  e m p i r i c a l  o r  a  p r i o r i  a n d  a l l  c o n c e p ts
( 1 )
a r c  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s .
The u n d e r s t a n d in g  i s  n o t  c o n c e rn e d  u i t h  t h e  s p h e r e  o f  
piaiMH^t&aira a t  a l l  a n d  t o  d e o id e  w h e th e r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e  i s  
o r  i s  n o t  a n  i n s t a n c e  o f  a  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e  wo r e q u i r e  a  s p e c i a l  
f a c u l t y t  VlS* ju d g m e n t .
X t -Hr 4P©*tem©nt w hich  e n a b le s  u s  t o  subsume p a r t i c u l a r s  u n d e r  
© onceptfl. -K an t e x p la in s  t h i s  by  exam ples A p h y s i c i a n  may h av e  
h t  h i s  command many e x c e l l e n t  p a t h o l o g i c a l  r u l e s  and y e t  h e  may 
dK ottinlng a p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e  b e  i n c a p a b le  o f  d e c i d in g  w h e th e r  
o r  n o t  i t  i s  a n  i n s t a n c e  o f  a  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e  w hich  h e  know s. A 
p o l i t i c i a n  may know many r u l e s  by h e a r t  a n d  y e t  h e  may b e  a t  a  
l o s s  t o  d e c id e  w hioh p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e s  come u n d e r  them .
° T h e  two men w ould  be  l a c k i n g  i n  Ju d g m en t.  They w ould  "com- 
pfOhOtUt i h o  u n i v e r s a l  i n  a b s t r a c t©  and y e t  n o t  b e  a b lo  t o  d i s t i n -  
* t t » h  W hether a  c a s e  i n  c o n c r e to  comes u n der  i t , "  (C*of ir'.H**
v r e  s i4#  i o : t a r  co n ce rn e d  w i th  Judgment i n  g e n e r a l  ( U r t o i l * - - :
ia4-w
k r a f t  a O h e rh a u p t) ,  Judgment i n  g e n e r a l  may b© d f lso r ib e d  ae
(1 )"A  o o ncep t i s  a lv r .y s  a s  r e g a r d s  i t s  fo rm  som eth ing  u n i v e r s a l  
which s e r v e s  a s  a  r u l e . "  ( C .o f  P . R . , A .1 0 6 ) .
t h e  f a c u l t y  oi' subsum ing  i j a r t i c u l a r s  un d e r  e o n o o p ts  o f  d e c i d i n g  
w h e th e r  p a r t i c u l a r  osbOb a r e  or a r e  n o t  i n s t a n c e s  o f  u n i v e r s a l  
r u l e s .  As r e g a r d s  e m p i r i c a l  c o n c e p ts  i t  i s  n o t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  s e e  
how su b su m p tio n  i s  b r o u g h t  a b o u t ,  i/e c a n  subsum e a  p a r t i c u l a r  
u n d e r  a  c o n c e p t  o i ly  I f  th e y  hav© so m e th in g  i n  ooiauon, S h o re  
..must bo som© s o r t  o f  h om o gene ity  b e tw e e n  p a r t i c u l a r  and  u n i v o r -  
,.|aJrtp,v , I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  cn  e m p i r i c a l  c o n c e p t  i t  i s  e a s y  t o  u n d e r*  
s t a n d  Low su ch  a  hom ogene ity  betxveen a n  i n d i v i d u a l  o b j e c t  a n d  
i%rr u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t  c a n  e x i s t ,  -tie fo rm  o u r  e m p i r i c a l  c o n e o p to  
by moans o f  a b s t r a c t i o n  from  i n d i v i d u a l  o b j e c t s ,  We compare 
d i f f e r e n t  i n d i v i d u a l  o b j e c t s  a c c o r d in g  t o  t h e i r  common m arks 
a n d  t h u s  a r r i v e  a t  an  e m p i r i c a l  c o n c e p t  and  i t  i s  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  
t h a t  v/o s h o u ld  r e c o g n i z e  i n  t h o  i n d i v i d u a l  o b j o c t s  so m e th in g  t h e y  
h av e  i n  common w i t h  t h o  c o n c e p t  o f  w h ich  th e y  a r e  i n s t a n c e s ,  t h a t  
wo s h o u ld  f o r  i n s t a n o o  bo a b l e  t o  f i n d  i n  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  dog w hich  
J i h ^ o r o o i v o  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  w h ich  e n a b le  us t o  subsume ou r  r e p r e ­
s e n t a t i o n  o f  i t  u n d e r  t h o  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t  o f  a  d o g .
But how. ©en t h e  son© h o l d  f o r  th o  c o n c e p ts  w i t h  v h io h
f r a n s o o n d o n ta l  p h i lo s o p h y  i s  c o n c e rn e d ,  v i a ,  o  p r i o r i  c o n c e p ts  
c-r " ~
i , c a t o g o r i o s ^ .  How c a n  wo say  t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l  o b j e c t s  a r e  i n ­
s t a n c e s  o f  c a t e g o r i e s  a n d  how c a n  wo a s c r i b e  t o  t h o  mind a  f a c u l t y  
o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  J u d g m e n t^  f a c u l t y  o f  subsuming- g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n s  
u n d e r  c a t e g o r i e s ?  C a te g o r ie s  h av e  t h e i r  o r i g i n  i n  t h o  m ind and 
a r e  n o t  d e r iv e d  from  i n d i v i d u a l  o b j e c t s  by a b s t r a c t i o n .  How
f ' w
t h e n  c a n  a n y t h i n g ^ i n d i v i d u a l  i »  o b j e c t s  c o r r e s p o n d  t o  a  catogoay  ? 
Wo have  l e a r n t  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  t o  b e  p ro s a n te d  w i th  a n  o b j e c t  t h e  
h uman mind must po g^ e s e- i n t u i t i o n  th ro u g h  w h ich  a  manif o l d  may 
t o  i t  and  a  f a c u l t y  o f  th o u g h t  by means o f  w hich  t h e
bo  d e te rm in e d  a s  an  o b j e c t ,  Thus t h o  p ro b lem  a r i s e s :  
Iiow can  t h i  *  p r i o r i  c o n c e p ts  o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d in g ,  t h e  n e c e s s a r y
c o n d i t io n ^  o f  ou r  knowledge o f  o b j e c t s ,  bo a p p l i e d  to  i n t u i t i o n s ?
. S A * J L / t  A-c_.
i s  i t  n o t  a b su rd  t o  assume t h a t  t h e r o  i s -  so m e th in g  g iv e n  i n
i n t u i t i o n  t M c h  c o r r e s p o n d s  t o  a  p u re  ca te g o r y ?  How c o n  w© 
o v e r  e ey  o f  a p a r t ic u la r  c a se  th a t  i t  i s  an i n s t a n c e  o f  an  
a p r i o r i  c o n c e p t  so  t h a t  i t  c a n  h e  subsum ed u n d e r  i t ?  I t  would 
be  a b s u r d  t o  s a y  o f  c  c a t e g o r y  t h a t  i t  c a n  bo  i n t u i t e d  t h r o u g h  
s e n s a t i o n /  o r  t h i t  i s  c o n ta in e d  i n  a p p e a ra n c e s  a n d  c o n s e q u e n t ly  
i t  seems im p o s s ib l e  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  c a t e g o r i e s  can  b e  a p p l i e d  
t o  a p p e a ra n c e s .
ICant* a s o l u t i o n  o:? t h o  p ro b lem  i s  g iv e n  i n  t h e  c h a p t e r  on 
t h e  Schem atism  o f  th o  p u re  C on cep ts  o f  th o  u n d e r s t a n d i n g .  H is  
a rgum ent may bo s t a t e d  a s  f o l l o w s .  To make p o s s i b l e  t h e  su b ­
su m ptio n  o f a p p e a ra n c e s  u n d e r  c a t e g o r i e s  t h e r e  m ust b o  a  t h i r d  
t h i n g  v/hich i s  i n  some r e s p e c t s  homogeneous w i t h  t h o  c a t e g o r y
A"/- 7 i^ i
 ^ i n  ^&©se o t h e r s  w i th  t h o  a p p e a r a n c e s .  -The m ed ia tin g  r e p r e s e n ta ­
t io n  (v o r m itto ln d o  Tf o r s t e l l ang) must bo in  one r e s p e c t  i n t e l l e c t u a l  
■£like a l l  t h o  o a to g o r io s f '  and i n  a n o th e r  s e n s i b l e  so  t h a t  i t  h a s  
som ething in  common w i t h  g i v e n  ap p earan ces. T h is  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  
w hich m ediator- b a t  noon a p p e a ra n c e s  and  c a t e g o r i e s  K an t c a l l s  
• j t r o n s c e n d o n ta l  sch em a" . Ho d e s c r i b e s  i t  a s  a  " t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  
d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  t i n e "  and  argu es as - f o H r o n .
"The c o n c e p t  o f  th o  undorstanding c o n t a i n s  p u r e  s y n t h e t i c  
u n i ty  o f  t h e  m a n i fo ld  i n  g e n e r a l .  T in e  a s  t h e  form al c o n d i t i o n  
o f  th o  m a n i fo ld  o f  i n n e r  s e n s e  and  t h e r e f o r e  o f  th e  c o n n e c tio n  of 
a l l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  c o n t a i n s  a n  a priorjjf- m a n ifo ld  i n  pure i n t u i t i o n .  
How a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  t im e  i s  so  f a r  homogeneous 
w ith  t h o  c a t e g o r y  i n  t h a t  i t  i s  u n i v e r s a l  and r e s t s  upon a n  a 
p r io r i  r u l e .  B u t on t h e  o t h e r  h and  i t  i s  so  f a r  homogeneous w ith  
appearance in  t h a t  t im e  i s  c o n ta in e d  i n  ov e ry  e m p ir ic a l r e p r e se n ­
t a t io n  o f  t h e  man f o l d .  Thus an  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  th e  c a te g o ry  to  
app©araaoeB b ee  ones p o s s i b l e  by r e a s o n  o f  th e  tr a n sc e n d e n ta l d e t e r ­
m in a t io n  o f  tim e w hich  a s  t h e  schema o f  t h e  c o n c e p ts  o f  t h e  under­
s t a n d in g  m e d ia te s  th e  su b su m p tio n  o f  t h o  a p p e a ra n c e s  under th e  
c a t e g o r y , "  (C .o f  P . R . ,  B .1 7 7 /8 } .
2o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h i s  vie h av e  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p l a c e  t o  e x p l a i n  
w hat Hunt means "by t h e  p h r a s e  " t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  of 
•lim e." I t  h a s  t o  he n o t e d  t h a t  h e  means h y  i t  n o t  a  p r o p e r t y
o f  t im e  i n  i t s e l f  h u t  a  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  w hich  m ust b e lo n g  to
a l l  o u r  r e p r e r  -•/- . t i o n s  : o f a r  a s  t h e y  a r o  known t o  bo  com bined 
i n  one t i m e .  V/e know fro m  tho, T r ro is c o n d e n ta l  D e d u c t io n  t h a t  
t h e  c o m b in a t io n  o f  o u r  raprOGO-iitation.fi i n  t im e  i s  made p o s s i b l e  
by th o  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  s y n t h e s i s  o f  i m a g i n a t i o n .  I t  i s .  t h e  
im a g in a t io n  w hich  e n a b l e s  u s  t o  com bine th o  m a n i f o ld  o f  ou r  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  i n  one tim e* B u t i t  h a s  a l s o  boon  s h o rn  t h a t  
t h i s  c o m b in a t io n  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  m ust bo  d o to rm in s d  by  d e f i n i t e  
r u l e s  i f  t h o  h.umua mind i s  t o  become aw are  o f  o b j e c t s .  The
Ai.t c I t- -^U
fu n d a m e n ta l  p ro b le m  of th o  C h a p te r  o m a y  bo  s t a t e d 
t h u s .  How c a n  we f i n d  i n s  e n s i b l e  o b j e c t s  c h a r a c t e r ! s t i e s  w h ich  
make s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t s  conform  t o  p u re  c a t e g o r i e s ?  K a a t* s  answ er 
n a y  bo s t a t e d  a s  f o l l o w s .  I f  t h o  i m a g in a t io n  i n  p e r f o rm in g  t h e  
c o m b in a t io n  <t o u r  r o p r e a e 2; . f a t io n n  deicrm izjp  i t s e l f  a c c o r d i n g  to  
t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  t h e n  so m e th in g  -w ill  b e  p ro d u ce d  t h a t  i s  on t h e  
one h a n d  h o ao g on oou r w i th  o u r  se n su o u s  r o p r o e e n t r . t i o n e  o r  t o  p u t  
i t  more s im p ly  w i t h  s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t s ,  a n d  on t h o  o t h e r  w i th  th o
c a t e g o r i e s .  T h is  some t h i n g  i s  t h e  t r a n s c  on don t a l  schem a, i t  i s  
a  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  Improoood- upon t h e  p u re  m a n ifo ld  by  th o  im a g in ­
a t i o n ,  ICant s a y s  e x p l i c i t l y  t h a t  t h e  schema i r  i n  i t s e l f  a lw ays 
a  p ro d u c t  o f  im a g in a t io n  (B 1 7 9 ) .  ’what i c  common t o  th o  d i f f e r e n t  
schem ata  i s  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  a l l  s e n su o u s  c o r r e l a t e s  o f  t h e  pu re  
c a t e g o r i e s  and  t h a t  th e y  a r e  p ro d u ce d  by t h e  im a g in a t io n .  T h is  
stay bo i l l u s t r a t e d  by a n  exam ple . The p u re  c a te g o ry  o f  g rou nd  
WJA c o n se q u e n t  i c  i n  i t s e l f  a  mere form  o f  t h o u g h t .  I t  h a s  no 
refers*!#*, t o  t im e  and by more a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  c a te g o r y  we cannot 
make o u t  w h e th e r  i t  w i l l  a p p ly  t o  o b j e c t s  i n  t im e .  We c a n  however 
i n t r o d u c e  th o  r e f  o r  one o t o  t i n e .  T h is  i s  made p o s s i b l e  by i r a a g in -
a t  i o n  w hich p rod u ces t h e  schema o f  " n e c e s sa r y  s u c c e s s i o n  i n  
t i m e " .  T h is  schema r e s t r i c t s  t h e  c a t e g o r y  t o  o b j e c t s  i n  t i m e .
The pure c a t e g o r y  o f  ground and con seq u en t r e c e i v e s  a  more p r o e i s e  
m oaning. I t  becom es th e  sc h e m a tised  c a te g o r y , t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  a 
g ro u n d  w hich a lw a y s  p r e c e d e s  i t s  co n seq u en t i n  tim e o n  t h o  c a t e - ’’- 
g o ry  o f  c a u se  and e f f e c t .  The pure c a t e g o r y  c o u ld  n o t  become 
th e  s o h m a t is o d  c a t e g o r y  u n le s s  th e  im a g in a tio n  p ro d u c e d  t h e  
schema o f  n e c e s s a r y  s u c c e s s io n  w h ich  p r o v id e s  a se n su o u s  c o r r e -  
l a  t o  o f  th e  p u r e  c a t e g o r y  a n d  m akes^an  a p p l ic a t i  n  o f  t h e  p u re  
c a t e g o r y  t o  a p p e a ra n c e s .  p o s s i b l e ^  Tho schema o f  n e c e s s a r y  s u c c e s ­
s i o n  e x p ro o c o s  t h a t  s n  e v e n t  A m ust a lw a y s  be  su cceed ed  by t h e
K~ C^Lki.CAs^ C\'.\.Ci?
e v e n t  B a n d  i f  v/e f i n d  i n  ag p ee ra n e e f j  s u c h  a  r e l a t i o n ^ w e  c an  
r e g a r d  i t  a s  a n  i n s t a n c e  o f  t h e  r u l e  w h ich  i s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  th e  
p u r e  c a t e g o r y  a n d  e r o  e n a b le d  t o  subsum e i t  u n d e r  t h e  s c h e m a t i s e d  
c a t e g o r y  o f  c a u s e  a n d  e f f e c t .
However d i f f i c u l t  i t  may b e  t o  f o l l o w  K ant ’ s  a rg u m e n t  i n  
d e t a i l ^  v/hich i s  n o t '  ouv b u s i n e s s  h e r o ,  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  g r a s p  
M s  m a in  i d e a .
A ccord in g  t o  h i s  p h ilo so p h y  th o  c a t e g o r ie s  arc) p r o d u cts  o f  
pure t h o u g h t ,  Thoy  a r e  d e r i v e d  f ro m  th o  form e o f  judgment and 
have e e  s u c h  no r e f e r e n c e  w h a te v e r  t o  s e n s u o u s  a p p e a r a n c e s .  So 
p u t  i t  i n  M s  o m  l a n g u a g e ,  c a t e g o r i e s  a r o  i n t e l l e c t u a l  and 
app earan ces a r e  s e n s i b l e ,  Thus th o  p ro b le m  m ust a r i s e ,  how 
can  we sa y  o f  a p p e a ra n c e s  th a t  th e y  h a v e  a  r e f e r e n c e  t o  c a t e ­
g o r i e s ?  How c a n  t h o  p u r e l y  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a n d  t h e  p u r e l y  o o n s ib loI
s p h e r e s  b e  u n i t e d ?  H is  s o l u t i o n  i s  t h a t  t h i s  i 3  made p o s s i b l e  
by t h o  t r a n s c o n d e n ta l  s c h em a ta  v/hich a r e  p r o d u c t s  o f  t r a n s c o m -  
doxrta l  im a g in a tio n  n d  c c a i tu in  a  s e n s i b l o  a n d  a n  i n t e l l o c t u a l
e lem en t tn - them . They a r e  homogeneous w ith  b o th  c a t e g o r ie s  and  
appearances and th u s  naka p o s s ib le  th o  a p p l ic a t io n  o f  c a te g o r ie s
CrT
vo app earan ces e n  th e  subsum ption o f  ap p earan ces under c a t e g o r ie s .
Tho C h a p te r  who S chem atism  l i k e  t h o  t r e .n s e 0 ndom.tal 
D e d u c tio n  re m a in s  c o m p le te ly  u n i n t e l l i g i b l e  a s  l o n g  a s  wo t a k e  
ICant t o  b o l io v o  i n  t h o  a c t u a l e x i s t e n o e  o f  d i f f e r e n t  f a c u l t i e s  
o f  th o  mind w hich  p e r fo rm  c e r t a i n  o p e r a t i o n s  s u c c e s s i v e l y .  What 
K ant i s  c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  i n  t h o  C r i t i q u e  o f  P u r e  R easo n  i s  t h e  
a n a l y s i s  o f  w hat i s  in v o lv e d  i n  human k now ledg e , l ie  d o cs  n o t  
f o r  a  moment 'b e l i e v e  t h a t  wo g a i n  know ledge o f  o b j e c t s  by f i r s t  
a p p re h e n d in g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  i n  one t im e  by means o f  i n t u i t i o n ,  
t h e n  com bin ing  t h e n  i n  t h i s  t im e  'by means o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  lm a g in -
C-i'Mvf--i' 'b.-cl fc
a t  i o n  a n d  t h e n  r e f e r r i n g  t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  t h u s  in v o lv e d  -4 a -  
t h o  c a t e g o r i e s  i n  o r d e r  t o  g iv e  u n i t y  t o  t h e  c o m b in a t io n  im posed  
upon t h o  i ia n i fo ld *
V/hat h e  i s  g i v i n g  u s  i s  n o t  a  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  a n a l y s i s  o f  w hat
a c t u a l l y  t a k e s  p l a c e  when we know a n  o b j e c t .  lie  a n a l y s e s  th in k in g
fa*
and shows w hat i s  in v o lv e d  i n  i t  and  i n  th o  C h a p te r  on^ Schem atism  
h e  i s  c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  t h e  ro b lem  -si—to  how we can. r e g a r d  s e n s ib l e  
o b j e c t s  a s  m a n i f e s t i n g  th o  c a t e g o r i e s  o r  t o  p u t  i t  i n  t e c h n ic a l  
language^how  we c a n  ./ah©umo a p p e a ra n c e s  u n d e r  c a t e g o r i e s .
wo may o b j e c t  t o  Kant * s way o f  s t a t i n g  h i s  p rob lem . Wo may 
d i s a g r e e  w i t h  h i s  s o l u t i o n  o f  i t  and  wo m y  b e  c o n fu s e d  a b o u t  
t h e  -elaBOKte- o f  h i s  o r p o s i t i c n .  But we m ust n o t  o v erlo o k  t h e  
f a c t  t h a t  h e  i s  s t r u g g l i n g  w i t h  a  r e a l  p ro b le m , a  p ro b lem  v/hich
<=/ cJi5 '
h a s  o c c u p ie d  p h i lo s o p h y  th ro u g h o u t  t h e -=5^ 0 , t h o  problem o f  th e  
r e l a t i o n  be tw een  u n i v e r s a l e  and  p a r t i c u l a r s ,  be tw een  th ou gh t and 
r e a l i t y .
h i s r o g a r d i n g  th o  r e s t  o f  th e  "A nalytic"  I  now tu r n  t o  th e  
"D ia le c t ic " , I  s h a l l  t r y  t o  b r in g  ou t i t s  g e n e r a l p r in c ip le s
and con cern  m y se lf  s p e c i a l l y  w ith  thee©  p o in ts  w hich a r e  e s s e n ­
t i a l  t o  th e  u n d e r s ta n d in g  o f  th e  th ir d  C r it iq u e .
4u o
o c c u r  o n e A a f te r  a n o th e r  i n  t i m e , b u t  t h e r e  i s  no c o n n e c t io n  b /tw e tin  
them , ixasg iiid t i o n  a s  su c h  i s  th e  f a c u l t y  o i  the  mind w hich / e j
V /
i d e a s , a n d  a s \L o n g  a s  we c o n s i d e r  i t  a p a r t  from  th e  u n d ^ r js te n d in g  
th e  s y n t h e s i s  ’j^ i ich  i s  p e rfo rm e d  by i t  i s  w i t h o u t  any  r u l e s .  *he
u n d e r s t a n a in g  ,vvh{*n r e g a r d e d  a s  a  mere f a c u l t y  oi Lio jA^ i t / a&n do
\  . /  no more th a n  produtee c e r t a i n  r u l e s  w hich  h av e  no i^s i 'e ivnce  e i t h e r
to  i n t u i t i o n  o r  to t ^ e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  i m a g i n a t io n , / h e  a p p l i c a t i o n
ox' th e  c a t e g o r i e s  o r  r u l e s  o i  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  to  s e n s i b i l i t y  tar*
p l a c e  i n  su ch  a  way t h a t  th e  r u l e s  oi the  u n d e r s t a n d in g  d e te rm in e
th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  th e  im a g in a t io n ,  ou r  i d e a s  no l o n g e r  m e re ly  o c c u r
i n  tim e o r  a r e  r e p ro d u c e d  i n d i s c r i m i n a t e l y , b u t  axe made s u b j e c t
/
to  n e c e s s a r y  and o b j e c t i v e  r d j . e s .  K an t c a l l s  t h i s  p ro c e d u re  th e
Schem atism  o i  th e  C a t e g o r i e s .  C a te g o r i e s  a r e  s c h e m a tis e d  when
\  /\ /
tney a re  made to  d e te rm in e  id ea iA w ^ ic h  a re  g iv e n  by i n t u i t i o n  and 
a y n t h e t i s e d  by  -he im a g in a t io n .S u c h  a  d e te r m in a t io n  i s  a  d e t e r -
I  \
m in a t io n  of t i m e . I n t u i t i o n  p r e s e n t s \ u s  w i th  p a r t i c u l a r  i a e a s  w hich
the  h in d  a p p re h e n d s  s u c c e s s i v e l y .  f h e \ u n d e r s t a n d i n g  p ro d u c e s
u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s  v/nieh a s  spfch h ave  no trying to do w i th  t im e .
j  \
C a te g o r i e s  a r e  s n e m a t is e d  when th e y  axe made to  s u b j e c t  p a r t i c u l a r
i d e a s  o c c u r in g  i n  t im e ^ to  th e  u n i v e r s a l  r u \ e s  w hich  they / a s  
e a t g o r i e s ,  c o n t a i n .  Hiey a p p ly  a  c a te g o r y  to  s e n s i b l e  i d e a s  by c a u s in g  
i t  to  d e te rm in e  s u b j e c t i v e  i d e a s , g i v e n  i n  timA«by means o f  a  
u n i v e r s a l  r u l e  w hich  a r r a n g e s  th e  .1 i n  t h a t  t i m e \  I n  such a  way 
th e  c a t e g o r y  a s / i g n s  to  e a c h  i n d i v i d u a l  i d e a  i t s \  p ro p e r  p&ace 
i n  the  t i m e - s e r i e s .  ivy d e f i n i n g  th e  schem a a s  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  
d e t e r m i n a t i o n  Cant i n d i c a t e s  c l e a r l y  w hat h i s  problem. i s .F o r ,  
a c c o r d i n g / t o  h i s  d o c t r i n e ,  t im e a s  such  i s  a  mere form o f  i n t u i t i o n ,  
and i s  A b s o lu t e ly  in d e te r m in a te .T h e  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  the  u n d e r s t a n d ­
in g  a / e  mere f u n c t i o n s , c o n t a i n i n g  r u l e s  o f  d e te r m in a t io n  W ithou t 
a n y / r e f e r e n c e  to  t h a t  v/hich i s  to  be d e t e r m i n e d . I f  we a re  t o  be 
a b ie  to  d e te rm in e  i n t u i t i o n *  by means o f  th e  c a t e g o r i e s  we m ust
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fey a b l e  co p ro d u c e  Gci.ieiiio.ua w in c h  a r e  -z io 'tiling  e l s e  t h / n  d<* tcxvzizi*
\
a tX ons o f  t i n e , a n d  s u c h  a  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  w ould  be d e / s r m i n a t i o n  o f  
'.> articu la .re  aicano o f  u n i v e r  &&ls ,'ihG: schema vixiioii,as ^ u i i t  e x p l a i n  
l o  a  p r o d u c t  o f  t h a  im a g i n a t io n  d o cs  n o t  c o n ta i r / m e r e  p a r t i c u l a r s  
l i f e  t i m e , t h e  fo rm  of i n t u i t i o n  o r  i n n e r  s e n s e /  n o r  i s  i t  s t r i c t l y  
u n i v e r s a l  l i k e  th e  c a t e g o r y .  I t  m ust be r e g a r d e d  a -  an  i n d i s p e n s ­
a b le  means t o  know ledge b e c a u s e  w i t h o u t : . ! t  / n t u i t i o n  and unders tan d*  
\
iu £  c o u ld  n e v e m e e t  and we c o u ld  h av e  n o /kno w ledg e  jwe s h o u ld  i n  
t h a t  cane be I t . f  \  w i th  n o t h in g  b u t  i d e a /  og w h ich  we c o u ld  n e v e r  
become c o n s c i o u s ,  y T h e  c o n c e p t  o f  u n c /s r s ta n d in g  c o n ta in s  p u re  
s y n t h e t i c  u n i t y  o f  tn e  m a n i f o ld  i n  g e n e r a l .  T im e ,a s  th e  fo rm a l  
c o n d i t i o n  o f  th e  m a n i f o ld  o f  i n n e r / s e n s e  and  t h e r e f o r e  o f  th e  
c o n n e c t io n  o f  a i l  i d e a s  X p n ta in s /u n  a  p r i o r i  m a n i fo ld  i n  p u re  
i n t u i t i o n ,  Now. a  t ra n sc e n d & jn ta f  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  tim e i s  so f a r  
homogeneous w i t h  th e  c a t e g o r ^ w h i c h  c o n s t i t u t e s  i t s  u n i t y  t h a t  
i t  i s  u n i v e r s a l  end r e s t s  iv6 on\&n a  p r i o r i  r u l e , B u t  on th e  o t h e r  
hand i t  i s  so  f a r  hom ogen/ous wiXji a p p e a ra n c e s  i n  t h a t  t im e  i s  
c o n ta in e d  in  e v e ry  e m p i / i c a l  i d e a  th e  m a n i fo ld ,T h u s  an  a p p l i c a t ­
io n  o f  th e  c a t e g o r y  t /  appear fences becomes p o s s i b l e  by means o f  
the  t r a n s c e n d e n t .-1  <L& t e r m i n a t i o n  o l  t im e , w h ic h ,a s  th e  schema of 
t h e  c o n c e p ts  o f  u n d e r s t a n d in g ,m e d ia t e s  th e  su b sum ptio n  o f  the  
a p p e a ra n c e s  u n d e /  th e  c a te g o r y "  (E17S, 1 7 9 .)  N c a a t ' 8  doC trin©  o f  th e  
s c h e m a t i s a t . io n p i  th e  c o n c e p ts  o f th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  r a i s e s  many 
d i f f i c u l t  q u e / t i o n s /  w hich  can n o t  be a d e q u a t e / y  d e a l t  w i th  i n  
a  s h o r t  i n t / o d u c t i o n .  V.'e have  n o t  been  a b le  to  do\m ore h e re  th an  
g iv e  a  g e n e r a l  a c c o u n t  o f  h i s  a rg u m e n t,
/  Hi nee a l l  t h a t  we in te n d  to  do h e re  i s  tb ;, s e t  f o r t h  
th e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f K a n t’ s a rgum ent i n  the  f i r s t  v & i t iq u e ,  
we s h u n  n o t  d e a l  v / i th  the  re m a in in g  p a g es  o f  th e  A n a ly t ic *  V.e 
have le a r n e d  t h a t  i t  i s  one o f th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  K a n t ' / \  th e o ry  
o r  k n o w le 'g e  t h a t  he b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  element©
o f  human know ledge and t h a t  a t  th e  same ulme th ey  c a n n o t  ue --e*—
/
v-rkted f  -om one a n o t h e r • many o f  K a n t ’ s i n t e r p r e t e r s  have  th o u g h t\ /\  / 
t h a t \  t h e  o b s c u r i t y  o f  many p a s s a g e s  ox th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  P u re
I. e a s  on w as to  be a s c r i b e d  e i t h e x  t o  o o n f u s e i  t h i n k i n g  on W ant's
*. /y /
p a s t  ,tb o r  t o  th e  c lum sy m anner i n  w h ich  h /  s e t s  f o r t h  h i s
i /
a rg u m e n t4 I  do n o t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  e i t h e T  o x / th o s e  c h a r g e s  i s
j u s t i f i e d . ' .  t i l l  l e s s  do X b e l i e v e  t h & t / d i f f e r e t  p a s s a g e s  o f  th e  
\  (
C r i t i q u e  o o '^ t r a d c i t  one a n o th e  b e c a u se  th e y  w ere w r i t t e n  a t
d i f f e r e n t  t iA e s .A  t h e o r y  w h ich  m a i n t a i n s  b o th  t h a t  th e  e le m e n ts
o f  knowledge a r e  f u n d a m e n ta l ly  d i f f e r e n t  from  one ano t.ie . and
t h a t  th e y  a r e  i n s e p a r a b l e  m ust ex^counter i n s u p e r a b l e  d i f f i c u l t i e s
o f  e x p o s i t i o n .  JIoV c o u ld  K an t w h i le  e x p l a i n i n g  th e  e s s e n t i a l
d i f f e r e n c e s  betweedy i n t u i t i o n ^ i m a g i n a t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d in g
V
have  a v o id e d  g i v i n g  th e  r e a d e r  th e  im p r e s s io n  t h e . im p rc o c le n
\ /
t h a t  he  b e l i e v e d  t h a t \ t h e y /E x is te d  s e p a r a t e ly ? O r  w h i le  e s t a b l i s h ­
in g  th e  d o c t r i n e  o f  t h e i r ■n e c e s s a r y  dependen ce  on one a n o th e r
how c o u ld  he  h ave  a v o id e d  g i v in g  th e  im p r e s s io n  t h a t  he  th o u g h t
/  \
t h a t  th e y  d i d  n o t  r e a l l y  d i f f e r  from  one a n o th e r ?  I t  m ig h t  be 
o b j e c t s :  to  K a n t ’s  a tfgum entY that th e  t h r e e  e le m e n ts  o f  know ledge
m ust e i t h e r  e x i s t  s e p a r a t e l y \ o r  e l s e  be i n  no way d i f f e r e n t  
from one a n o t h e r , ^ - u t  t h i s  wouul. be a  c r i t i c i s m  o f  th e  d o c t r i n e  
and n o t  an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , s i n c e  V a n b  would n e v e r  ad m it  th e  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  s u g g e s t e d .  I t  i s  trufc t h a t  the  C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure  
r e a s o n  seems to  be f u l l  o f c o n t r a d i c t o r y
s t a t e m e n t s , p u t  th e  sem blance o f  i n c o n s i s t e n c y  d i s a p p e a r s  
c o m p le t e ly / a s  o-jou a s  th e  a p p a r e n t l y  C o n t r a d i c t o r y  s t a te m e n t s  
a r e  c o n s id e r e d  i n  the l i g h t  o f  K a n t’ s g e n e r a l  i d e a .  Kant
can n o t  s a y  rnoro th a n  one th in g  a t  a  t im e \a n d  t h a t  i s  p r e c i s e l y
\
w hat iae would have  had  to  do i n  o r d e r  t o  'exclude  a l l
/ \  a m b ig u i ty  from h i s  a rg u m e n t.  \
\
V/e s h a l l  now t r y  t o  g iv e  a  g e n e r a l  a c c o u n t  o f 
le d o c t r i n e  of the  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  D i a l e c t i c , t h e  second  p a r t  o f
"sjf ^ e . fh e  f a c u l t y  o i the  m ind wit.;.'. \. i i e a  t ile
■ Jran acen d en ta l  D i a l e c t i c  d e a l s  i s  L e a s o n .A c c o rd in g  to  W a n t 's
d e f i n i t i o n , :  e a s o n  i s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  r in c ip le s ^ ,  a s ' d i s t i n g u i s h e d
from  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  v/hich i s  & f a c u l t y  o f  r u l e s . A a n t  d e s c r i b e s
w hat he u n d e r s t a n d s  "by know ledge fro m  " P r in c ip le s  i n  t n e  f o l l o w in g
m anner |"K now ledge  from  P r i n c i p l e s  i s  , t h e r e f o r e  , t h a t  knowledge
a lo n e  in  v/hich a...-_^rehend th e  p a r t i c u l a r  i n  th e  u n i v e r s a l  th ro u g h
c o n c e p t s " (£ 3 5 7 .)  e h av e  s e e n  t h a t ,  a c c o rd in g  to  .Cant, u n d e r s t a n d in g
i s  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  m aking  p a r t i c u l a r s  -which ■are/’g iv e n  i n  i n t u i t i o n )
7dp> h iu-0-o1-*. -f'y. •'A >■ vj
s u b j e c t  to  c e r t a i n  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s ,  o f  &yfrth f e s i s »r e a s o n -i e
f/ , • / & L £ u u y ^ £■'. cyf rvi' f  t
/&_b CUJ‘.'t'KUiA&a fls* iu /iiv / tfi-V (7/ pe,*/>\.Libt". <-<• ^  li-ut
iiv;f,i.6:r n io.-n  ^j n g ' n7^ vf? i.y -arruABg-ea-- gived>.- in - tu . i t i ons---or—p a r t i c u l a t e
lAj^ h
>iy liiMfinp -.; . m ■' ■ • .....ia...i.r-^a - Mw  c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  the
c o n n e c t io n  hetvjB-.cn p a r t i c u l a r s  and u n iv e r s a l®  R easo n  demands 
t h a t  th e  p a r t i c u l a r s  sh o u ld  be e n t i r e l y  d e te rm in e d  by u n i v e r s a l  
c o n c e p ts  b o t h  w i th  r e g a r d  to  t h e i r  e x i s t e n c e  and to  t h e i r  o r d e r ,  
l e a s o n  p re s u p p o s e s  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  s y n t h e t i c  knowledge from 
mere c o n c e p ts .S u c h  c o n c e p ts  a r e  P r i n c i p l e s  i n  th e  p ro p e r  s e n s e ,  
w h e reas  th e  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p ts  and p r i n c i p l e s  (G ru n d s a tz e ) o f  tne 
u n d e r s t a n d in g  a re  p r i n c i p l e s  o n ly  .in  a  c o m p a ra t iv e  s e n s e ,  " fh e
CJj-fr •-
u n d e r s t a n d in g  c a n , t h e n ,n e v e r  s u p p ly  any s y n t h e t i c  modes  o f  know-
I '-'J 11/ v *0
-l e d g e  d e r iv e d  from  c o n c e p ts ,a n d  i t  i s  such  mode s o f  knowledge 
t h a t  a re  p r o p e - l y , w i t h o u t  q u a l i f i c a t i o n , t o  be  e n t i t l e d  P r i n c i p l e s .
A l l  u n i v e r s a l  p r o p o s i t io n s ,h o w e v e r ,m a y  be spoken o f  at. ’P r i n c i p l e s '
i n  a  c o m p a ra t iv e  s e n s e ” (B 357.)
P e a so n  i s o l a t e s  th e  c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  u n d e r s ta n d in g  from
i n t u i t i o n s , a n d  i s  co n ce rn e d  w i th  them o n ly  i n  so f a r  a s  th e y  a re
s
o o n o e p t s . l t  i s  . ,o t  co n ce rn e d  w i t h  them a s  c o n d i t i o n ^  o f  e x p e r i e n c e ,  
t h a t  i s  to  s a y ,w i t h  t h e i r  c h a r a c t e r  a s  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s  o f  s y n t h e s i s  
w hich  must be  a p p l i e d  to  i n t u i t i o n s ,  r e a s o n  p re s u p p o se s  t h a t  th e  
r u l e s  of. t h a  u n d e r s t a n d in g  a s  such  sh o u ld  come u n d er  c e r t a i n
r—“—
h ig h e r  P r i n c i p l e s  . j i t  may p e rh a p s  seem s t r a n g e  to  f i n d  Kant 
b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  r e a s o n  i s  o n ly  co n ce rn ed  w i th  th e  c o n c e p ts  o f  th e
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u n d e rsta n d in g . I t  i s ,  how ever, n o t v e r y  d i f f i c u l t  to  s e e  why 
he h a s  to  assume t h i s .  We have j u s t  seen  th a t  he h o ld s  R eason  
to  he a f a c u l t y  o f  P r in c ip l e s ,  and th a t  he h o ld s  a P r in c ip le  to  he  
d is t in g u is h e d  from any o th er  co n cep t in  th a t  i t  e n a b le s  u s  to  
d e r iv e  p a r t ic u la r s  from i t .  By c a l l i n g  som ething a  P r in c ip le *  
we im ply th a t  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  understand  from a u n iv e r s a l  
con cep t th e  com plete n a tu re  o f  the p a r t ic u la r s  th a t  f a l l  under 
i t .  I f  such a c o n n e c tio n  betw een th e  p a r t ic u la r s  and the u n iv e r s ­
a l  con cep t i s  p o s s ib le  a t  a l l ,  then  p a r t ic u la r s  and u n iv e r s a le  
must b e lon g  to  one sp h e re . I n t u i t io n  g iv e s  u s n o th in g  but 
p a r t ic u la r s .  These are g iv e n  to  u s from o u t s id e ,  and the mind 
can determ ine n o th in g  w ith  regard  to  t h e ir  in n er  n a tu r e . C oncepts 
o f  th e  u n d erstan d in g  m erely  arrange g iv e n  p a r t ic u la r  in t u i t io n s  
and do n ot a ls o  d eterm ine them. I t  i s  fo r  t h i s  rea so n  th a t  we 
must take i t  f o r  g ra n ted  th a t  p a r t ic u la r s  which are to  fee 
a b s o lu te ly  determ ined  by a u n iv e r s a l  con cep t or P r in c ip le  cannot 
b e lo n g  to  the sphee o f  i n t u i t i o n ,  which as such i s  in d e te r m in a b le .  
What may be;-.determined by a u n iv e r s a l  con cep t and known by  
sim p le  d e r iv a t io n  from such a c o n c ep t, must be th e  co n cep ts  o f  
th e  u n d erstand in g  th e m se lv e s . As the c a t e g o r ie s ,  which are  
co n cep ts  o f  th e  u n d ersta n d in g , and the P r in c ip le s ,  which are  
co n cep ts  o f  R eason , b e lo n g  to  one sphere i t  does n o t seem 
un reason ab le  to  th in k  i t  p o s s ib le  th a t  th e  former should  be 
e n t i r e ly  dp depndent on th e  l a t t e r .  What R eason a c tu a l ly  demands 
i s  th a t  a l l  knowledge ob ta in ed  by the u n d erstan d in g  s h a l l  im the  
l a s t  r e s o r t  be dependent on c e r ta in  h ig h e s t  P r in c ip le s .  For o n ly  
i f  t h i s  i s  so  can the fundam ent*! Id ea  o f  R eason , the Id ea  
o f  a com plete system  o f  knededge, be regarddd as capable  
o f  b e in g  r e a l i s e d .  I f  we c o n sid er  in  i t s  w hole range the know-
J
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le d g e  o b t a i n e d  f o r  u s  by th e  undereu^anuing ,v ;fc  n n d  ...m t i s  
p e c u l i a r l y  d i s t i n c t i v e  o f  r e a s o n  i n  i t s  a t t i t u d e  to  t h i s  body 
o f  knowledge i s  t h a t  i t  p r e s c  i b e s  and  s e e k s  to  a c h ie v e  i t s  
s y s t e m a t i s a t i o n ,  t.nat i s ,  to  e x h i b i t  t h e  c o n n e c t io n  oi p a r t s
in  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  a  s i n g l e  p r i n c i p l e .  T h is  u n i t y  o f  r .e a so n  
a lw ays  p re s u p p o s e s  ar: Id ea ,n am e ly ^ th a t  ol th e  fo rm  oi a  wnole 
oi know ledge -  a  w hole w h ich  i s  p r i o r  to  th e  d e te r m in a te  know ledge 
o f  th e  par.ts^ and  w h ich  c o n t a i n s  th e  c o n d i t i o n  t h a t  d e te r m in e s  a  
p r i o r i  f o r  e v e ry  p a r t  i t s  p o s i t i o n  and  r e l a t i o n  to  o t h e r  p a r t s .
T h is  i d e a  a c c o r d i n g l y  p o s t u l a t e s  a  co m p le te  u n i t y  oi fcne know ledge 
o b ta in e d  by th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  by v .hicn t h i s  knowledge i3  to  be 
n o t  a  mere c o n t i n g e n t  a g g r e g a te » b u t  a  sy s te m  a c c o r d in g  to n e c e s s a r y  
law s"  (B 6 7 3 . )  •
i f  Wt knew n o th in g  a b o u t  h e a s o n  e x c e p t  t h a t  i t  
demanded *®y6 te ra a t ic  unity»w - couiu. i n f e r  from^t t h i s  f a c t  a lo n e  
t h 4 . i t  c o u ld  n o t  be co n ce rn e d  w i t h  th e  w o r ld  o f  e x p e r ie n c e ^  ^?or 
th e  o n ly  k in d  o f  u n i t y  v.nich t h i s  w o r ld  i s  c a p a b le  o f  i3  the  u n i t y  
vrrxich th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  im poses upon i t .  hew—the i d e a  of -a  sy s tem  
i -i i u i t c  fo r e ig n  to e r ..t a n d  A ^ g ^ r i e ^ r m t a  w hich  the u n d e r ­
s t a n d in g  p ro d u c e s  c o n ta in  u = i t y  w i t h i n  th em se lv e s  b ecause  th e  
u n d e r s ta n d in g  i s  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  the  mind t h a t  g i v e s  u n i t y  to  the  
s y n t h e s i s  o f  the  im a g in a t io n ^ B u t  t h i s  i s  n o t  a  s y s te m a t i c  u n i t y .  
U n d e rs tan d in g  can n e i t h e r  p ro d u ce  a. sy s tem  o f  i n t u i t i o n s  -s i -ne e '
1 ntua.-&ish f c n o r  can  i t  c o n c e iv e  
tne  i d e a  oi^ a  sy s tem  o f - l -b e - own -c on-cre p t e -» U n d e rs ta n d in g  can n o t  
asx  whjp i t  m ust p e rfo rm  th e  s y n t h e s i s  oi i n t u i c i o n s .  I t  p e r fo rm s  
i t  i n  a cc o rd a n c e  w i t h  i t s  own n a t u r e .  To ta x e  an  e x a m p le ju n d e r -  
s t a n d in g  p re s u p p o s e s  t h a t  e v e ry  g iv e n  e v e n t  m ust depend on som eth ing  
w hich c o n d i t i o n ^  i t .  I t  p ro c e e d s  from  one e v e n t  to  a n o th e r ,a n d  
a lw ays assum es som eth in g  e l s e  a s  th e  c o n d i t i o n  oi' th e  g iv e n  e v e n t .  
Tecause o f  t n i s ^ i t  i s  u n a b le  to  c o n c e iv e  th e  i d e a  o f  a  sy s tem
i
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o f  th o s e  c o n d i t i o n s . I t  d o es  n o t  o c c u r  t o  i t  t o  make them
d e p e n d e n t  on & f i r s t  c o n d i t i o n . B u t  th e  e x i s t e n c e  oi a  sy s tem
o i c o n d i t i o n ^  d e p en d s  on the  e x i s t e n c e  oi' a  f i r s t  c o n d i t i o n ,
so m e th in g  w hich  i s  u n c o n d i t i o n e d .  T h a t  t h e r e  m ust be such  a  i i r s t
ou r
c o n d i t i o n  i s  th e  a s su m p t io n  w h ich  r e a s o n  m ak es . Guided by i t s
A
i d e a  oi' a  s y s t e m * i t  i n f e r s  t h a t  w hat i s  . . t s e l i  c o n d i t i o n e d  
c a n n o t  he th e  f i  - a t  c au se  o f o t h e r  c o n d i t io n s .B e y o n d  th e  w o r ld  
o f  s e n se  i n  w h ich  e v e r y  o b j e c t  cie^-enas on so m e th in g  e l s e  t h e r e  
m ust e x i s t  so m e th in g  t h a t  i s  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  a i r  s e n s i b l e  c o n d i t -
Av' U*3 M-
i o n s .  Under s t a n d in g  g o es  on i n d c f i n i  oe ly  ■w-jrth  i  -fen—s  yii t h c t i 's in g  
&£ c o n d i t i o n s » w i t h o u t  e v e r  a s k in g  w h e th e r  th e  t o t a l i t y  o f  c o n d i t ­
io n s  can  be known .R e a s  or: on th e  o t h e r  hand  do es  n o t  a l lo w  ol su ch/  ' /v-t/
a*> i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s .  I t  i n f e r s  t h a t  no o b j e c t  c o u la .b e  known 
t h a t
by u s , a n a  i n  f a c t  no o b j e c t  c o u ld  e x i s t * u n l e s s  the  whole oi i t s
A 7 k *  iCv/-&-vC-..ver d  t-O -v v  h  / / h o .
c o n d i t i o n s  were g i v c n r apii -ain e e  ~The t o t a l i t y  o f  c o n d i t i o n s  c a n n o t  
be g iv e n  j&yijtfsXp u n i t ; .  * t h e r e  i s  a f i r s t  member o f  the  s e r i e s  whic.
vuAA.i-i-'ji U hf.Mif' /wk f ,
do es  n o t  be lo n g  to  i t , -I.e-.w.Ton ta .c 0 ■ —A-t - f o r  grejritu d - - ^ a t--ttfte--thi- 
oondi-frarunod ox iu  t u » “ in e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n c e p t  o f  R easo n  i s ,
t h e r e f o r e ,n o n e  o t h e r  th a n  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  th e  t o t a l i t y  o f  the  
c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  any  g iv e n  c o n d i t i o n e d .  T ov/ s i n c e  i t  i s  th e  un­
c o n d i t io n e d  a lo n e  w h ich  makes p o s s i b l e  th e  / / / / / / / / / / /  t o t a l i t y  
o f  c o n d i t i o n s  a n d ,c o n v e r s e l y  th e  t o t a l i t y  o f  c o n d i t i  n s  i s  
aiv/aya i t s e l f  u n c o n d i t i o n e d ,a  p u re  c o n c e p t  o f  R eason  can i n  
g < n s r a l  be e x p la in e d  by the  c o n c e p t  o f  th e  u n co n d i tionec. * c o n c e iv ­
ed a s  c o n ta in i n g  a  g round  o f  th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  th e  c o n d i t i o n e d 0
(2 3 7 9 .)
Grhere a r e  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  c l a s s e s  o f  c o n c e p ts  o f  
Reason^ o r  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  .Ideas^w hich a r e  a l l  b a sed  on the  
same p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e a s o n i n g .  In  each  c a se  R eason  i n f e r s  t h a t , / / / ;  
s in c e  th e  c o n d i t io n e d  i s  g i v e n , t h e  t o t a l i t y  o f  i t s  c o n d i t i o n s ,  
and t h e r e f o r e  th e  u n c o n d i t i o n e d , must a l s o  be g i v e n .  Thus t h e r e  
a r i s e  th e s e  t h r e e  I d e a s ; ( a )  th e  Id e a  o f  an a b s o l u t e  c o n d i t i o n
r
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o f  th e  knowing s u b j e c t , a n  I d e a  o f  tu e  s o u l  a~ th e  a b s o l u te  
c o n d i t i o n  o f  a l l  a c t s  o f  t h i n  icing) ( b ) t h e  I d e a  o f  th e  
a b s o l u t e  c o n d i t i o n s  oi' th e  o b j e c t  { th e  w o r l d ) , t h e  C o sm o lo g ica l  
Id e a s{ a n d  ( c ) t h e  I d e a  o f  an a b s o l u t e  c o n d i t i o n  o f  a l l  t h i n g s -  
i n - g e n e r a l , th e  I d e a  o f  God. We th u s  have  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  
s c i e n c e s { R a t i o n a l  P s y c h o lo g y ,R a t i o n a l  Cosmology and N a t i o n a l  
T h eo logy .T he  t a s k  w h ich  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i lo s o p h e r  s e t s  h im ­
s e l f  i s  to  d isc o v e rfw h e th e r  r e a s o n  i s  j u s t i f i e d  i n  i t s  c l a im s ,  
and w h e th e r  r a t i o n a l  P s y c h o lo g y ,R a t io n a l  Cosmology and 
R a t i o n a l  T h e o l o g y , a l l  o f  w h ich  depend on th e  v a l i d i t y o f  th e  
c o n c e p ts  o f  R e a s o n ,a r e  b a se d  upon sound p r i n c i p l e s .
We may b e g in  w i t h  R a n t ’ s c r i t i c i s m  o f  R a t i o n a l  
P s y c h o lo g y .  R a t i o n a l  P sycho lo gy , w h ich  p r o f e s s e s  to  be  a  s c ie n c e ,
i s , h e  s a y s , a c t u a l l y  b a se d  on th e  s i n g l e  p r o p o s i t i o n  ’ I  t h in k * .
(E 400)
T h i n k i n g , i f  i t  i s  t o  be t h i n k i n g  a t  a l l , m u s t  em anate from 
an o r i g i n a l  s u b j e c t .  A l l  a c t s  o f  t h in k i n g  m ust be{bn£ to  one 
o r i g i n a l  s u b j e c t  t h a t  t h i n k s .  The s u b j e c t  o f  t h in k i n g  m ust be 
s u b s ta n c e * , th a t  i s  t o  c a y , i n  r e l a t i o n  to  i t  a l l  a c t s  o f  t h i n k ­
in g  a re  mere a c c i d e n t s  w h ich  em anate from  i t  aitd a r e  p rod uced  
by i t .  A l l  a c t s  o f  t h in k i n g  a re  c o n d i t i o n e d ,a n d  th ey  depend 
f o r  t h e i r  e x i s t e n c e  on th e  se l i jw h ich  t h i n k s , a n d  w h ich ,a t ,  t h e i r  
o r i g i n a l  s o u r c e , i s  u n c o n d i t i o n e d .  T h in k in g  ^ep*naT~on~mtr~
-fac t-  t h a t '  we th in k ,a n d -  t h a b - a l i -  - th in k in g  
r-smbj'e'Of. T h a t  th e  I d e a  o f  th e  s e l f  to  w hich 
a l l  t h in k i n g  ha- to  be r e f e r r e d  i s  p o s s i b l e ,  and in  f a c t  n e c e ssa ry  
p ro v e s  t h a t  th e  m a n ifo ld  w hich  i s  th o u g h t  m ust p ro c e e d  from  a  
s im p le  s o u l .  The s o u l  a s  th e  s u b j e c t  o f  t h in k i n g  i s  thu s
A
( a ) s u b s t a n c e , ( b ) s i m p l e , ( c ) n n m e r i c a l i y  i d e n t i c a l  a s  r e g a r d s  
th e  d i f f e r e n t  t im e s  i n  w hich i t  e x i s t s  and ( d ) n u m e r ic a l ly  
i d e n t i c a l  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  p o s s i b l e  o b j e c t s  i n  s p a c e .  (B 40k)
What h a s  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i lo s o p h e r  to  say  to  su ch
4-8,
aii a rg u m en t?  He d o e s  n o t  deny  t h a t  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  ' I  t h in k  
so m e th in g ’ i s  a l t o g e t h e r  m e a n in g le s s  u n l e s s  v/h&t i s  th o u g h t  can  
he r e f e r r e d  to  an o r i g i n a l * i d e n t i c a l  s e l f ,  he  knows, h o w ever»t h a t  
th e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  r e f e r r i n g  a l l  a c t s  o f  t h i n k i n g  to  an  i d e n t i c a l  
s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  p ro v e s  o n ly  t h a t  a l l  c o n c e p ts  m u st  he g ro u n d ed  
in  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  appe- eep tionrSB ut' t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a p p t  c e p t i o n  
and th e  c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  w h ich  a r e  d e r i v e d  from  i t  
a r e , a s  h a s  ’been shown i n  th e  A n a ly t ic » m e re  iuriction<,'»and ho knowe
& X h h  ( ? < : '•  vV' ’ ' '  O  vt-. t ' y  fW  • • t  "-6. ■■ «,« !•••-» K U  ^
sy n to e e ie - .  T r a n s . e n d e n t a l  P s y c h o lo g y  is j th u s , r i g h t  i n  a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  
no o b j e c t  -oan- he kno n hy u s  u n l e s s  we a r e  a h le  t o  u n i t e  our
i d e a s - i n  th e  one s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s .  T h is  *however , does n o t  im p ly
fki-v'le'.
t h a t  we ■aaw c a p a b le  o f  d e te r m in in g  an o b j e c t  hy means o f  mere 
t h i n k i n g .  To s e e  t h i s ,w e  need  o n ly  remember t h a t  we were a h le  
to  p ro v e  th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  th e  c o n c e p ts  o f the  u n d e r s t a n d in g  and 
o f  a p p e r c e p t io n ,o n  w h ich  th e y  a l l  depend a s  th e  fu n d a m e n ta l  p r i n c i p ­
l e  o f u n i t y ,  hy show ing them to  he f u n c t i o n s  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  the  
b u i l d i n g  up o f a  w o r ld  o f  a p p e a r a n c e s , t h a t  i s  to  s a y ,o f  su ch  a  
w o r ld  a s  i s  p r e s e n t e d  to  us b„. g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n s  and th e  s y n t h e t i c  
f u n c t i o n s  w hich c o n n e c t  th e m .C a te g o r ie s  a r e  v a l i d ,  b ecau se  th ey  
a re  n e c e s s a r y  c o n d i t i o n s  o f ou r  b e in g  a h le  t o  u n i t e  ou r  i n t u i t i o n s  
i n  one s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s , a n d  b e c a u se  b u t  f o r  su c h  a  f a c u l t y  we 
sh o u ld  he u n a b le  t o  have  o b j e c t s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e .  R a t i o n a l  P sy ch o lo gy
commits a  fu n d a m e n ta l  e r r o r  i n  th in k in g  i t  p o s s i b l e  to  s e p a r a t e
?U
th o u g h t  from  i n t u i t i o n .  I t  t a k e s  away from,, a c t s  o f  t h in k i n g '  th e  
o n ly  p u rpo se  w hich  th e y  h a v e »n a m e ly , t h a t  o f  s y n t h e t i s i n g  i n t u i t i o n s  
I t  i n f e r s  r i g h t l y  t h a t ^ a c t s  o f toiftk-ing m ust be r e f e r r e d  to  
an i d e n t i c a l  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s , b u t ,  h a v in g  i s o l a t e d  a c t s  o f 
th in k in g  from i n t u i t i o n s ^  i t  i n f e r s  w ro n g ly  t h a t  i t  i s  p o s s ib l e  
to  d e te rm in e  the  o r i g i n a l  so u rc e  o f  t o  in k in g  an  in d e p e n d e n t
o b j e c t .  I t  f a n c i e s  t h a t  i n  t h i s  way i t  h a s  a c q u i r e d  knowledge
01  th e  s o u l  a s  an  o b j e c t , b u t  i n  t h i s  i t  i s  e n t i r e l y  w ron g , " id o  
n o t  know an o b j e c t  m e re ly  i n  t h a t  X t h i n k , b u t  o n ly  i n  so  l a r  a s  
I  d e te r ra in e  a  g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n  w i t h  r e s p e c t  to  th e  u n i t y  o i  
c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n  w h ich  a l l  t h o u g h t  c o n s i s t s ' 6 (B 406) The 
a rgum ent w h ich  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  P s y c h o lo g y  em ploys f a l l s  to  the  
ground  b e c a u se  no a c c o u n t  i s  ta k e n  o f  th e  f a c t  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  to  
know an  o b j e c t ,w h e t h e r  an  o b j e c t  o f  o u t e r  e x p e i i e n c e  ( a  p h y s i c a l  
o b j e c t )  o r  an  o b j e c t  o f  i n n e r  e x p e r i e n c e  ( t h e  human s o u l , t h e  
o b j e c t  w hich  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  P sy ch o lo g y  seek3  to  d e te rm in e ) ,  we 
m ust employ two d i f f e r e n t  f a c u l t i e s  o f  th e  m i n d , i n t u i t i o n  w hich  
g i v e s  us a  m a n i f o ld  to  be d e te rm in e d  and u n d e r s t a n d in g  w hich 
g iv e s  u s  r u l e s  f o r  th e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  th e  m a n i f o ld .  I t  ha3  
been  s t a t e d  i n  the  A n a ly t i c  t h a t  th e  r e a s o n  why th e  human mind 
c a n n o t  know t h i n g s  i n  th e m se lv e s  i~  t h a t  we c a n n o t  know o b j e a t s  
by means o f p a e r e  t h i n k i n g .  We can  se e  now t h a t  f o r  th e  same r e a s o n  
v/e c a n n o t  know o u r s e l v e s  a s  we r e a l l y  a r e  b u t  o n ly  a s  we a p p e a r .
I t  h a s  b e en  s e t  f o r t h  a s  a  g e n e r a l  t r u t h  t h a t  " to  t h i n k  an  
o b j e c t  and to  know an o b j e c t  a r e  by no means th e  seme t h i n g " (33146^, 
and we now l e a r n  t h a t  t h i s  a p p l i e s  to  e v e ry  o b j e c t  o f  e x p e r i e n c e ,  
to  th e  s o u l  a s  w e l l  a s  to  o t h e r  o b j e c t s .  The ag reem en t be tw een  
K a n t 's  a rgum ent i n  h i3  c r i t i c i s m  o f  th e  P a ra lo g is m s  (A341-405, 
r e s t a t e d  more b r i e f l y  i n  B406- 4 3 <i) and h i s  argum ent i n  th e  
D e d u c t io n  can  be s e e n  in  th e  f o l lo w in g  p a s sa g e  v/hich b e lo n g s  
to  th e  D e d u c t io n ^ ,  " Now i n  o r d e r  to  know o u r s e l v e s  t h e r e  i s  
r e q u i r e d  i n  a d d i t i o n  to  th e  a c t  o f  th o u g h t ,w h ic h  b r in g s  th e  manltfo 
f o l d  o f e v e ry  p o s s i b l e  i n t u i t i o n  to  th e  u n i t y  o f  a p p e r c e p t io n ,  
a d e te r m in a te  inode o f  i n t u i t i o n  whereby t h i s  m a n i fo ld  i s  g iv e n ;  
i t  t h e r e f o r e  f o l lo w s  t h a t  a l th o u g h  my e x i s t e n c e  i s  n o t  in d e e d  
app ea ran ce  ( s t i l l  l e s s  mere i l l u s i o n ) t h e  d e te r m in a t io n  o f  my-«=3£ 
e x i s t e n c e  can ta k e  p l a c e  o n ly  i n  c o n fo rm i ty  w i th  th e  form of 
in n e r  s e n s e , a c c o rd in g  to  th e  s p e c i a l  mode in  w hich  th e  m a n i f o ld  
which I  combine i s  g iv e n  i n  i n n e r  i n t u i t i o n .  A c c o rd in g ly  I  have
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no know ledge a s  1 am b u t  l a e i e ly  a  a X apphjas t o  m y s e l f .  The 
r  ' , . i y. . 
c o n s c io u s n e s s  oi' th e  s e l i  i s  /da tes' f a r  f ro /a  b e in g  know ledge o f
the  s e l l ' ,  n o ^ w i th s ta n d in g  a i i  th e  c a t e g o r i e s  w h ich  £ a r e  b e in g  
em ployed t o j e o n s t i t u t e  th e  th o u g h t  o i  an  o b j e c t  i n  g e n e r a l  
th ro u g h  c o m b in a t io n  oi' th e  m a n i io ld  i n  one a p p e r c e p t i o n .  J u s t  
a s  f o r  know ledge oi an o b j e c t  d i s t i n c t  fra to  me I  r e q u i r e  b e s i d e s  
th e  th o u g h t  o i  an  o b j e c t  i n  g e n e r a l  ( i n  th e  c a te g o r y )  an  i n t u i t ­
i o n  by w h ich  I  d e te rm in e  t h a t  g e n e r a l  c o n c e p t , s o  f o r  knowledge 
o f  m y se lf  1 r e q u i r e  b e s i d e s  the  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  m y se lf* a n  
i n t u i t i o n  o f  th e  m a n i f o ld  i n  m e ,by  w h ich  I  d e te rm in e  t u i s  t h o u g h t .  
X e x i s t  a s  an i n t e l l i g e n c e  w h ich  i s  c o n s c io u s  s o l e l y  o f  i t s  power 
o i  c o m b in a t io n jb u t  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  th e  m a n i f o ld  w hich  i t  h a s  to  
combine I  <ma s u b j e c t e d  t o  a  l i m i t i n g  c o n d i t i o n  ( e n t i t l e d  i n n e r  
s e n s e ) , n a m e ly , t h a t  t h i s  c o m b in a t io n  can  be  made i n t u i t a b l e  
a c c o rd in g  to  r e l a t i o n s  o f  t im e ,w h ic h  l i e  e n t i r e l y  o u t s i d e  th e  
c o n c e p ts  o f  u n d e r s t a n d i n g * s t r i c t l y  r e g a r d e d .  Such an i n t e l l i g e n c e *  
t h e r e f o r e * c a n  know i t s e l f  o n ly  a s  i t  a p p e a r s  t o  i t s e l f  i n  r e s p e c t  
o f  an i n t u i t i o n  w h ich  i s  n o t  i n t e l l e c t u a l  and c a n n o t  be g iv e n  
by th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  i t s e l f , n o t  a s  i t  w ould  know i t s e l f  i f  i t s  
i n t u i t i o n  w ere  i n t e l l e c t u a l "  (1157-159)
The o n ly  p o i n t  i n  t h i s  p a s sa g e  w hich n e ed s  e x p la n a t i o n  i s  
K a n t’ s em phasis  on t im e .  The r e a s o n  f o r  t h i s  em phasis  i s  t h a t  
th e  o b j e c t  i n  q u e s t io n  i s  the  s e l f , a n d  t h a t  th e  s e l i  i s  an  o b j e c t  
n o t  o f  o u t e r  b u t  o f i n n e r  sense.Kow a c c o r d in g  to  th e  d o c t r i n e  
o f  th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  A e s th e t i c ,  t im e i s  the  fo rm a l  a  p r i o r i  c o n d i t ­
io n  o f  a l l  a p p e a ra n c e s  v /h a ts o e v e r , w hereas  sp ace  i s  th e  fo rm a l  
s- p r i o r i  c o n d i t i o n  o n ly  o f  o u t e r  a p p e a ra n c e s .  (B 50-51) The 
r e a s o n  why a l l  a p p e a ra n c e s  have  to  conform  to  tim e i s  t h a t  our 
becoming aware o f  an a p p e a ra n c e  ta k e s  p l a c e  i n  t im e ,  m oreover 
we m ust remember t h a t  i n  th e  p a ssa g e  o f th e  C r i t i q u e  w hich d e a l s  
w i th  the  Schem atism  o f  th e  C a c u g o r ic s  Kant e x p la in s  t h a t  th e
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c a t e g o r i e s  a s  euch  a r e  mere l o g i c a l  f u n c t i o n s * a n d  t h a t  th e y  
r e c e i v e  t h e i r  m ean ing  a s  c o n d i t i o n s  o i  e x p e r i e n c e  from  t h e i r  
a p p l i c a b i l i t y  t o  t im e  a s  th e  fo rm  o f  i n n e r  i n t u i t i o n ,  T h a t i s  
why th e  c a t e g o r i e s  m ust he  s c h e m a t i s e d * a  schem a being^ a c c o rd in g  
to  l a n t ’s d e f i n i t i o n ^  n o t h in g  b u t  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  d e t e r m i n a t i o n
o f  t im e . 
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_J We may co n c lu d e  o u r  e x p o s i t i o n  o f  th e  P a ra lo g is m  o f  P u re  R eason  
by q u o t in g  two p a s s a g e s  w hich  show c l e a r l y  th e  m ethod a p p l i e d  
by K ant to  r e f u t e  th e  a rgum en ts  p ropounded  by T ra n s c e n d e n ta l  /  
P sy ch o lo g y . "The a n a l y s i s , t h e n * o f  th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  m y se lf  
i n  th o u g h t  i n  g e n e r a l  y i e l d s  n o th in g  w h a tso e v e r  tow ard  th e  
knowledge oi m y s e lf  a s  an o b j e c t .  The l o g i c a l  e x p o s i t i o n  o f  thoughl 
In  g e n e r a l  h a s  been  m is ta k e n  f o r  a  m e ta p h y s ic a l  d e te r m in a t io n  o f  
the  o b j e c t " .  (P 409) "The u n i t y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  w hich u n d e r ­
l i e s  the  c a t e g o r i e s  i s  h e re  m is ta k e n  f o r  an  i n t u i t i o n  o f  the  
s u b j e c t  a s  o b j e c t , a n d  th e  c a t e g o r y  o f  B ubstance  i s  a p p l i e d  to
V '  «
i t .  i:'u t  Cl l id  w i c y  i s  o n ly  u n i  fcy i n  th o u g h t^ b y  w n lc h  a lo n e  no 
o b j e c t  i s  g i v e n ,a n d  to  w h i c h * th e r e f o r e * th e  c a t e g o r y  o f  s u b s t a n c e ,  
w h ich  a lw ay s  p re s u p p o s e s  a  g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n , c a n n o t  be  a p p l ie d . ,  
C o n se q u e n tly  t h i s  s u b j e c t  c a n n o t  be  known. The s u b j e c t  o f  th e  
c a t e g o r i e s  c a n n o t b y  t h i n k i n g  th e  c a t e g o r i e s  a c q u i r e  a  c o n c e p t  o f  
i t s e l f  a s  an o b j e c t  o i  th e  c a t e g o r i e s . "  (£  421)
V/O dnuErc now extt-vine W ant’ s d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  Cosmo­
l o g i c a l  I d e a s ,  K an t c a l l s  th e s e 'A n t in o m ie s ^ b e c a u s e  i t  t u r n s  o u t  
t h a t  b e a s o n  n e v e r  c o n c e iv e s  a  c o s m o lo g ic a l  i d e a  w i t h o u t  a t  th e  
s a  te tim e c o n c e iv in g  a n o th e r  I d e a  w hich  a s s e r t s  so m e th in g  wfeich- 
- # e ^ d ia m e t r i c a l ly  opposed  to  w hat h a s  been a s s e r t e d  by the  f i r s t .
The p u rp o se  of a  c o s m o lo g ic a l  I d e a  i s  to s u b j e c t  th e  o b j e c t i v e  
s y n t h e s i s  to  th e  P r i n c i p l e  o f  a b s o l u t e  u n i t y .  An o b j e c t i v e  
s y n t h e s i s  i s  a  s y n t h e s i s  c o n c e rn e d  w i th  the  o b j e c t i v e  c o n d i t i o n s  
o f  a  g iv e n  a p p e a ra n c e .  I t  e n q u i r e s  i n t o  th e  c o n d i t i o n s  w h ich  h av e  
p o s s i b l e  th e  g iv e n  a p p e a ra n c e .  K ant c a l i s  i t  a  r e g r e s s i v e  s y n t h e s i s .  
It d e s c r ib e s  th e  way in  w hich  L ea so n  a rg u e s  ab o u t  t h i s  ty p e  o f  
s y n t h e s i s , a n d  th e  c o n c lu s io n  to  w hich  i t  coiaes. A c o n d i t io n e d  
a p p e a r a n c e , t h a t  i s  to  s a y ,a n  a p p e a ra n c e  w h ich  depends on th e  
c o n d i t i o n s  w h ich  have  b ro u g h t  i t  i n t o  e x i s t e n c e , c o u l d  n o t  
p o s s i b l y  e x i s t  u n l e s s  a l l  i t s  c o n d i t i o n s  had  e x i s t e d  p r i o r  to  i t .  
F u r t h e r , t h e  s e r i e s  o f  c o n d i t i o n s  c a n n o t  be i n f i n i t e , b e c a u se  an 
i n f i n i t e  s e r i e s , t h a t  i s  to  s a y , a  s e r i e s  w hich c o n ta in s  an i n f i n i t e  
number o f  members e a c h  o f  w hich  depends on som eth ing  e l s e  a s  i t s  
c o n d i t i o n , c o u l d  n o t  be com ple ted  i n  a  f i n i t e  t im e .  I t  f o l lo w s  t h a t  
we have to  p re s u p p o se  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  f i r s t  member o f the  s e r i e s  
w hich depends on n o th in g  e l s e  and w hich can t h e r e f o r e  be c a l l e d  the 
u n c o n d i t i o n e d . I n  su ch  a  way r e a s o n  conoS'Cves th e  Id e a  t h a t  the  
w o rld  must have  an a b s o l u te  b e g in n in g  i n  t im e ,a n d  m ust a l s o  be 
l i m i t e d  a s  r e g a r d s  s p a c e . (T h e s is  o f th e  f j . r s t  Antinomy B 454) 
f o r  u n l e s s  t h e r e  does e x i o t  an  a b s o l u te  l i m i t  i n  sp ace  and i n
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t im e "beyond w h ich  th e  r e g r e s s i v e  sy n th e s is^ ,  n e ed  ne-6 goy no f i n i t e
p a r t  o i’ sp a ce  o r  o f  t im e  c o u ld  e x i s t ,  The p o s s i b i l i t y  oi a  r e g r e s s -
f , U t
iv e  s y n t h e s i s  d epends  on th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  oi" r e a c h in g  a  4.-se-t p o i n t .
The s y n t h e s i s  c a n n o t  go on f o r  e v e r -  An-i-af^in^te- r e g r e s s- ±fi 
isipoi-ElbXe. I t  i s  c o m p a r a t iv e ly  e a s y  to  u n d e r s t a n d  t n i s  a~ r e g a r d s  
t i m e , f o r  i t  i s  ^ a a y  to  see  t h a t  “ th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  I d e a  o f  th e  
a b s o l u te  t o t a l i t y  o f  th e  s e r i e s  oi" c o n d i t i o n s  o f  any  g iv e n  c o n d i t ­
io n e d  r e f e r s  o n ly  to  a i l  p a s t  t im e ;a n u  i n  c o n fo r m i ty  w i t h  th e  I d e a  
of r e a s o n  p a s t  time a s  c o n d i t i o n  ox th e  g iv e n  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y
th o u g h t  a s  b e in g  g iv e n  in  i t s  e n t i r e t y "  (B 438-439) . e see  h e re
/»-r r°
t h a t  i t  i s  n a t u r a l  t h a tr K easonb s h o u ld, i n f e r  t h a t , s i n c e  e v e ry
g iv e n  moment d epends  on th e  tim e t h a t  h a s  p a s s e d , t h e  whole o f  p a s t
tim e :tust be g i v e n ,a n d  th e  tim e s e r i e s  m ust be f i n i t e .^ C t  i s  much
more d i f f i c u l t  to  se e  t htr-gr ounds-- -f or-4-ce-asott1 s -b e l- fe f  t h a t  th e
J W  ~it~lAs&
saxae a p p l i e s  to  sp a c e ,£ © r  th e  p a r t s  o f  p sp a ce  c o e x i s t  and o o n o cq u en t*
*Jk c J$
-±y do n o t  "belong to  a. ser&ea, b u t  c o n s t i t u t e  a  mere a g g re g a te  o f
A
c o e x i s t i n g  p a r t s . I t  a p p e a r s , h ow ever , t h a t  a i th o u g . , th e  p a r t s  o f
space  e x i s t  s im u l t a n e o u s ly  th e  s y n t h e s i s  w hich  ap p re h en d s  them
i s  s u c c e s s i v e , t h a t  i s  to  s a y , i t  o c c u rs  i n  t im e .  I f  t h i s  s y n t h e s i s
o f  th e  d i f f e r e n t  p a n t s  o f  sp ace  i s  e v e r  to  be com pleted ,w e m ust
7Ah>
s e t  a  I s M it  to  itr-a**d feh srt i s  why ! e a so n  p resuppose^  t h a t
e v e ry  p a r t  o f  space  i s  c o n d i t i o n e d  by a i l  the  o t . i e r  p a r t s , a n d  -a as-t
{ La- & l
r e q u i-r e a  f i r s t  p a r t  o f  3pace a t  w hich  th e  r e g r e s s i v e  s y n t h e s i s  
can come to  an e n d .  “In  r e s p e c t  o f  l i m i t a t i o n  th e  advance in  sp ace  
i s  th u s  a l s o  a  r e g r e s s , a n d  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  I d e a  o f  th e  a b s o l u te  
t o t a l i t y  o f  th e  s y n t h e s i s  i n  th e  s e r i e s  o f  c o n d i t i o n s  l ik e w i s e  
a p p l i e s  to  s p a c e .  I can a s  l e g i t i m a t e l y  e n q u i r e  r e g a r d in g  the  
XXXXXXXlf a b s o l u te  t o t a l i t y  o f a p p e a ra n c e  in  sp ace  a s  o f t h a t  i n  
p a s t  t im e"  (B 440)
I t  i s  a  re m a rk a b le  f a c t  t h a t  Beason, a i t e r  
h av ing  th u s  p ro v ed  t h a t  sp ace  and tim e m ust be l i m i t e d / can  p rove  
e q u a l ly  c o n v in c in g ly  t h a t  t h i s  c a n n o t  be t r u e .  R eason c o n c e iv e s
-2-v '-pt . ; W W /  # • < > . . f y '-V A'tiL-^  it*£ C&uf-d
Ait T* ’■• 'C 1/  i  .JiV-ic /o
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a  secon d  I d e a  w hich  i s  th e  d i r e c t  o p p o s i t e  o f  th e  f i r s t * a n d  s e t s  
i t s e l f  t o  p rove  i t s  v a l i d i t y , t h a t  i s  t o  s a y , t o  p ro v e  t h a t  th e  
w o rld  can  have  no a b s o l u t e  b g in n in g  i n  t im e  and t h a t  sp a c e  c a n n o tA
be U n i t e d . T h e  a rg um en t r u n s  a s  f o l l o w s .  T h ere  can  "be no a b s o l u t e  
b e g in n in g  in  t i m e , f o r  i f  we assum ed su ch  a  b e g in n in g  we sh o u ld  
have to  a l lo w  o f  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  an empty t im e ,a n d  su ch  an  empty 
tim e would be  a b s o l u t e l y  i n d e t e r m i n a t e , t h a t  i s  to  s a y ,  fchd d i f f e r ­
ence  b e tw een  b e in g  and n o n -b e in g  would n o t  a p p ly  to  i t .  Now, i f  
such  an empty t im c ^ e x i s t e d  n o th in g  c o u ld  e v e r  come i n t o  b e in g ,  
f o r  by th e  p h r a s e  ’ coming i n t o  being*  we mean t h a t  s. t h in g  w hich
e x i s t s  a t  a  g iv e n  moment d id  n o t  e x i s t  a t  a  p r e v io u s  momentyfv
The I d e a  o f  an  em pty sp a ce  i s  e q u a l l y  a b s u r d , f o r  i f  v/e assum ed &  
t h a t  th e  w o rld  was l i m i t e d  by empty s p a c e , t h e n  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  
th e  w o rld  to  t h a t  empty sp a ce  would be  a  r e l a t i o n  o f  i t  to  no
o b j e c t  a t  a i l .  " r u t  su ch  a  r e l a t i o h , a n d  c o n s e q u e n t ly  th e  l i m i t ­
a t i o n  o f  th e  w o r ld  by empty s p a c e , i s  n o t h in g .  The w o rld  c a n n o t ,  
t h e r e f o r e , be i i i i t e d  i n  s p a c e ; t h a t  i s , i t  i s  i n f i n i t e  i n  r e s p e c t  
o f  e x te n s io n "  (B 457)
V/e need  n o t  examine e a c h  o f  th e  A n tin om ies  i n  d e t a i l ,  
f o r  i n  e a c h  o f  them l ia n t  i s  c o n c e rn e a  w i th  th e  same f a c t , t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  our B eason  f i n d s  i t  im p o s s ib le  to  a l lo w  t h a t  the  r e g r e s s i v e  
s y n t h e s i s  should, be  e i t h e r  l i m i t e d  o r  u n l i m i t e d .  B eason  p ro v e s  
t h a t  sp ace  and tim e a re  l i m i t e d , t h a t  e v e r y  p h y s i c a l  body c o n s i s t s  
o f s im p le  p a r t s , t h a t  c a u s a l i t y  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i th  law s o f  n a tu r e  
i s  n o t  th e  o n ly  k in d  o f  c a u s a l i t y  t h a t  e x i s t s  b u t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s
a l s o  an o th e  c a u s a l i t y , t h a t  o f  f ree d o m ,an d  t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t s  an
$  t' rf l a  w
a b s o l u te ly  n e c e s s a r y  b e in g .  The c a  r  i  • m tr -1 r.c-1■ io  that) h a v in g  
p r o v e 4 th e s e  p r o p o s i t i o n s  B easo n  -equal-1-y -^el-1 p ro v e  t h e i r  
o p p o s i t e s ; t h a t  Bpace and tim e a r e  u n l i m i t e d , t h a t  p h y s i c a l  b o d ie s  
a r e  i n f i n i t e l y  d i v i s i b l e , t h a t  c a u s a l i t y  i n  a cco rd an ce  w i th  lav/s 
o f n a tu r e  i s  th e  o n ly  k in d  o f  c a u s a l i t y  t h a t  e x i s t s  and t h a t  -an-
a b s o l u t e l y  n e c e s s a r y  b e in g  e x i s t s  wawher tr i n  th e  w o rld  -o r  
•of— ft-.
O'- £
I f  we a r e  to solve t h e  A n t in o m ie s  o f  3(ure B e a so n  v/e m ust 
ta k e  account of two i n d i s p u t a b l e  f a c t s f  (a )  t h a t  th e  C o sm o lo g ic a l  
Ideas as set forth i n  the  A n tin o m ie s  are b a s e d  upon erroneous 
a s s u m p t io n s sfor otherwise th e y  c o u ld  not contradict one a n o th e rp  
and (b )  t h a t  the C o sm o lo g ic a l  I d e a s  h av e  some m e a n in g , f o r  th e y
a r e  n e c e s s a r y  p r o d u c t s  o f  R e a s o n ,  a s  th e  c a t e g o r i e s  a r e  oi th e  under*
(0
s ta n d in g p a n d  a s  su c h  m ust be c a p a b le  o f  l e g i t i m a t e  em ploym ent.
cWhen we exam ine th e  C o sm o lo g ica l  I d e a s  v/e d i s c o v e r  t h a t
w ha t i s  common to  them a l l  i s  t h a t  th e y  c o n s id e r  th e  r e g r e s s i v e
A * h> & ' /  **V
s y n t h e s i s  a s  i f  i t  were i t s e l f  g i v e n . and s . .n e e , t h e  t o t a l i t y  o f 
t h i s  s y n t h e s i s  i s ty r e q u i r e d  th e y 1 i n f e r  t h a t  i t s  o b j e c t j n a w e l y  th e  
w o r ld ,m u s t  be e i t h e r  f i n i t e  o r  i n f  i n i  te  ,&tF=*a&tn remember h e re  
t h a t  a c c o rd in g  to  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i lo s o p h y ^
7  w .--
th e  w o r ld  c a n n o t  be h e M —to--be a  w o rld  o f  t h i n g s  i n  th e m s e lv e s ,  
t h a t  i s  to  s a y , an  o b je e t i v ty w o r ld  w hich  e x i s t s  in d e p e n d e n t ly  o f  the  
mind t h a t  knows i t .  The w o r ld  i s  mere a p p e a ra n c e ,a n d  when v/e 
e n q u i r e  i n t o  th e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  su ch  an a p p e a ra n c e  we a re  n o t  
e n q u i r in g  i n t o  o b j e c t s  w hich  e x i s t  i n d e p e n d e n t ly  o f  th e  r e g r e s s i v e  
s y n th e s i s .T h e  c o n d i t i o n s  c a n n o t  be s e p a r a t e d  from  th e  mind w hich
jt-vy 'Alt. • ■v'v..
■3cr i o ra -s—the—sy n th e e - fe - .I f  th e  w o r ld  o f  o b j e c t s  e x i s t e d  in d e p e n d ­
e n t l y  o f  our mi.nd,we sh o u ld  be r i g h t  i n  i n f e r r i n g  t h a t  c o n d i t i o n ­
ed o b j e c t s  c o u ld  n o t  e x i s t  b u t  f o r  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  an  u n c o n d i t -  
/{U-J- . i'-im. m /  f- ■d'f.M. fa* /•■-ve'vfl. .
io n e d a # e lmow,h ow ever? tha t-  -the—wo-r l d  dbe-o- n o t  ex itrtr-trrdepcndt; n t l y
A s u b j e c t i v e  d e d u c t io n  of I d e a s  m ust be p o s s i b l e  (B 383)
An Id e a  i s , i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i th  the o r i g i n a l  law s o f  B e a s o n ,a  q u i t e  
n e c e s s a r y  p r o d u c t  o f  R e aso n . (B 396) A rA -M /rt,^
They a re  n o t  f i c t i t i o u s  and have  n o t  a r i s e n  f o r ttrt.jo g g ly ? b u t  have 
sp rung  from  th e  v e r y  n a tu r e  o f  ou r  B easo n  (B397)
The m is ta k e  w h ich  i s  made t& -the-e*nre  i n  -bath- the
T h e s is  and  th e  A n t i  t h e I n  th e  T h e s i s  K eason  su p p o se s  t h a t  
i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  to  d e te rm in e  th e  w o r ld  a s  an  o b j e c t  o f  f i n i t e  
m ag n itu d e  b e ca u se  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  s y n t h e s i s  seems to  n e c e s s i t a t e  
su ch  an  a s s u m p t io n 9and i n  th e  A n t i t h e s i s  K eason  su p p o s e s  t h a t  
i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  to  d e te rm in e  th e  w o r ld  a s  an o b j e c t  o f  i n f i n i t e  
m ag n itu d e  b e c a u s e  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  s y n t h e s i s  c o n s id e r e d  u n d e r  a
d i f f e r e n t  a s p e c t  seems to  n e c e s s i t a t e  t h a t  a s s u m p t io n .  ±he--r-ea»o«
Pr',- <s-e- f a t # - '£*&*■ t w  c* < - W  S  D:
» h j  •Fcea son-'become-fe - in v o lv ed  i n  th e  A n tino m ies  f c s - th a t - - i t - --t a kes-
.ofle-a o c o vent- o f  th e  f a c t  t h a t  " th e  s e r i e s  o f  c o n d i t i o n s  i s  o n ly  
to  be m et w i t h  i n  th e  r e g r e s s i v e  s e r i e s , n o t  i n  th e  w o r ld  o f  
a p p e a ra n c e  v iew ed  a s  a  t h i n g  g iv e n  i n  and by i t s e l f , p r i o r  to  
a l l  regres 'iJff)  (P 533)
V:e can  now se e  t h a t  th e  q u e s t io n  w h e th e r  th e  w o r ld  p o s s e s s e i
f i n i t e  o r  i n f i n i t e  m ag n itu d e  i s  a l t o g e t h e r  m e a n i n g l e s s . / The wor l d  
canno t  poanaas. any ■ r ^ i^M^udfc--afr---&lhrrwhtrt h e r - -f  i-t-ra-W- or ... ,
to  u s  o n ly  i n  th e  e m p i r i c a l  r e g r e s s  w hich  e n q u i r e s  i n t o  i t s  
c o n d i t i o n s , a n d  s in e ,  t h i s  r e g r e s s  i s  n e v e r  g iv e n  i n  a b s o lu te
■HU .
b e c a u s e  i t " l B  rro -fr—f t—th i- f t t r - d - n -
c o m o le te n e s s  e i t h e r  a s  f i n i t e  o r  i n f i n i t e . t h e  Q u e s t io n  a s  to  whetne:
the  w jr ld /  i s  f i n i t e  o r  i n f i n i t e  -is ba^ed~orr~5.Tr-crT OT.remta-~g^«ramj»fc-
-OrB'-e-
_______   /Vo-i-vJ a-o
want tttrerrtffHsnu ca?r Trcta-ke--■ o f - - th a a .  iT t-h a *—a l r e ady been - eatpjea l n ed 
ferart th e  p r i n c i p l e  w hich  u n d e r l i e s  a i l  I d e a s  o f  K eason  i s  the
7 u i
p r i n c i p l e  o f  t o t a l i t y , « K l r - t h w t  e o o m o lo g ic a i  I d e a s  a p p ly  t h i s
g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e  to  ou r  e n q u i r y  i n t o  th e  c o n d i t i o n s  o i  a  g iv e n
j w  4'Na ^  c«z-t >•-« feCto- tv-A.
apufcar ance»A—Go HEdga assumed t h a t  a l l  th e  c o n d i t i o n s
Co? w -q~ Ao-ixju.
o f  a  g iv e n  a p p e a ra n c e  m ust th e m s e lv e s  he  g iv en *  b o */ i t  can  be
, 'i  j _ vr-r -c)-K«-a
i n - t h i s / a s s . mp t i on . I  ea3on  m is ta k e s  th e  p r i n c i p l e  
' human
o f  t o t a l i t y .  T h is  P r i n c i p l e  was g iv e n  to  I-.eason #no t t o  l e a d  i t  
to  im ag ine  t h a t  a i l  th e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  an o b j e c t  w ere  g iv e n  t o  i t ,  
b u t  to  s t i m u l a t e  i t  t o  t r y  to  f i n d  a i l  th e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  i t s  
o b j e c t .  What we a r e  e x p e c te d  to  do i s  to  t r y  t o  d i s c o v e r  th e  t o t a l ­
i t y  o f  c o n d i t i o n s , b u t  t h i s  do es  n o t  mean t h a t  th e y  a r e  g iv e n  to  
u s , n o r  even  t h a t  we s h a l l  e v e r  be a b le  t o  f u l f i l  K e a so n ’ s demand* 
The Id e a  o f  a  t o t a l i t y  i s  an  i d e a l  maximum w hich can n e v e r  be 
a t t a i n e d  i n  th e  s e n s i b l e  w o r l d . I t  i s  a  t a s k  s e t  to  ue^»und n o t  
so m e th in g  t h a t  i s  g iv e n  to  us^ Pgegebeii.) “S in c e  no maximum o f  th e  
s e r i e s  o f  c o n d i t i o n s  i n  a  s e n s i b l e  w o r ld , r e g a r d e d  a s  a  t h i n g  i n  
i t s e l f , i s  g iv e n  th ro u g h  th e  c o s m o lo g ic a l  p r i n c i p l e - o f  t o t a l i t y ,  
b u t  can  o n ly  be s e t  a s  a  t a s k  t h a t  c a l l s  f o r  r e g r e s s  i n  the  
s e r i e s  o f  c o n d i t i o n s , t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  p u re  K eason  h a s  to  be amended 
i n  th e s e  te r ra s ;a n d  i t  th e n  p r e s e r v e s  i t s  v a l i d i t y , n o t  in d e e d  a s  
th e  axiom t h a t  we t h i n k  th e  t o t a l i t y  a s  a c t u a l l y  i n  th e  o b j e c t ,  
b u t  as  a  p rob lem  f o r  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g ,a n d  t h e r e f o r e  f o r  th e  
s u b j e c t » t o  u n d e r ta k e  and a a r r y  o n , i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i th  the  c o m p le te ­
n e s s  p r e s c r i b e d  by th e  I d e a , t h e  r e g r e s s  i n  th e  s e r i e s  o f  o o n d i t i o n a  
o f  any g iv e n  c o n d i t i o n e d . "  (E 537)
We m is u n d e r s ta n d  an Idea  o f  Beason a s  long as we take 
i t  to  be a c o n s t i t u t i v e  p r i n c i p l e , th a t  i s  to  s a y ,a P r in c ip le  
which would e n a b le  us to  d e te rm in e  au o b j e c t . The only k ind  of 
o b je e t  t h a t  we can  d e te rm in e  i s  an o b j e c t  b e lo n g in g  to the  world 
o f  s e n s e ,a n d  t h e r e f o r e  c o n d i t i o n e d .  the o b je c t  e f  th e  Ideas
^ i s  the unconditioned,^, t  can n e v e r  be  determined by us,and Ideas 
o f  Beason must be regarded  as  r e g u l a t i v e  P r in c ip le s  o r  id e a l
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r u l e s .  
$ u t  v/e
o / t r a n s c e n d  th e  w o r ld  o f  s e n se i
wvaf lv-v/ /£»/ /si'v «i.vv*» 4^-P
of X  transcendent, object#,!
rti-vfc know ledge
StA«_
I d e a s  g i v i - w - a  r u l e s  whic]
smSwjs u s ^ p ro c e e d  from  one c o n d i t i o n  to  a n o th e r  w i t h o u t  e v e r  r e c o g ­
n i s i n g  any one o f th e  s e r i e s  o f  c o n d i t i o n s  a s  an  a b s o l u t e  c o n d i t i o i
<f-uV tosXjtAAj‘•A, *V\/o
The t r a n s c e n d e n t  I d e a  p r o v e s  i t s  e f f i c a c y  . in ,  th e  s e n s i b l e  w o rld
^  ££ ihJ l/ ' t < •:«* % K.? fTssy,/
w hich  we m u st n e c e s s a r i l y  th in k ^ c a rs  n e v e r  be fo u n d  i n  th e  w o rld
of e x p e r i e n c e .  "T h is  I d e a  o f  L ea so n  can  t h e r e f o r e  do no more th a n
p r e s c r i b e  a  r u l e  to  th e  r e g r e s s i v e  s y n t h e s i s  i n  th e  s e r i e s  o f
c o n d i t i o n s jand i n  accordance w i th  t h i s  r u l e  th e  s y n t h e s i s  m ust
p ro c e e d  from  th e  c o n d i t i o n e d , t h r o u g h  a l l  s u b o r d i n a te  c o n d i t i o n s ,
to  the  u n c o n d i t i o n e d .  Y e t  i t  c an  n e v e r  r e a c h  t h i s  <^ oaQ
f o r  th e  a b s o l u t e l y  u n c o n d i t io n e d  i s  n o t  to  be m et w i t h  i n  e x p e r -  I
fence" (B 533) ,
c.C'Sk 04 &?•-■-> i'6mo
I t  irB-p la f a t t h a t  K an t* 3 d o c t r i n e  o f  I d e a s  i s  v e ry  |
c l o s e l y  c o n n e c te d  w i th  the  d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l
A e s th e t i c  and th e  T r a n s c e n d e n t a l  A n a l y t i c .  Our e x a m in a t io n  o f
/ \p a s  s a g e s  p r e c e d in g  th e  D i a l e c t i c  h a s  made i t  c l e a r  t h a t  th e
e s s e n c e  o f h i s  a rgum ent i s  t h a t  a l l  human knowledge c o n ta in s
two e l e m e n t s , i n  t u i t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d i n g a n d  t h a t  i t  i s  b e ca u se  
■hJo
of - t h a t - t h a t  we c a n n o t  have knowledge o f  t h in g s  i n  th e m s e lv e s .
Cilia
3=a-r^ftM^V)e have^ se en  t h a t  K an t shows i n  th e  A e s t h e t i c  and A n a l y t i c  
.-• t h a t  the  s u p p o s i t i o n  o f  th e  e x i s t e n c e  of^ a  w o rld  o f  t h in g s  i n  
th e m se lv e s  i s  n e c e s s a r y ,  . h i s  becomes even more o b v iou s  i n  th e  
D i a l e c t i c , f o x -  th e  f a c u l t y  o f th e  mind w hich  th e  D i a l e c t i c  
i n v e s t i g a t e s  i s  K e a so n ,a n d  K eason a c c o rd in g  to  i t s  v e r y  n a tu re  
m ust t r a n s c e n d  th e  w o rld  o f  mere a p p e a r a n c e s , the wor l d  which 
e &^ nno t be  known -by us by  means of mere- th in k i n g , dtoaaon muat
X t  : ^
^ c o n c e iv e j  th e  I d e a  "'of ..a p u r e l y  r a t i o n a l  w o r l d ,a  to m sw ra d sa - t  w o rld  
o f  t h in g s  i n  th e m s e lv e s .  The i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  ou r  h a v in g  any
ob j e c t i v e  knowledge o f  su c h  ebjmrcr+s f o l lo w s  from  th e  a rgum ent 
o f  th e  A e s t h e t i c  and A n a l y t i c , a n d  i n  th e  D i a l e c t i c  K a n t  c an  do no 
more th a n  c o n f i rm  i t .  B u t t h i s  n e g a t iv e  c r i t i c i s m  o f  th e  I d e a s  
o f  R easo n  do es  n o t  exem pt h im  from  h i s  o b l i g a t i o n  to  d e te rm in e  
th e  r e a l  m ean ing  o f  the  I d e a s .  So f a r  we h av e  been  co n ce rn e d  
c h i e f l y  w i t h  th e  Cosm ologicaj. I d e a s , a n d  i t  w i l l  t h e r e f o r e  be 
u s e f u l  i f  we now exam ine th e  p a s sa g e  i n  w h ich  K an t g i v e s  a  g e n e r a l  
su rv e y  o f  h i s  d o c t r i n e  o f  I d e a s  and  e x p l a i n s  t h a t  a l l  I d e a s  
a r e  to  be  r e g a r d e d  a s  r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s ,  ie e x p l a i n s  t h i s  a t  
g r e a t  l e n g t h  i n  an a p p e n d ix  to  th e  D i a l e c t i c  p a s s a g e w i t h -
whlc l t  we a.i e uorrcorn-ed - i a  headed  "The R e g u la t i v e  Employment
is «<-- /x> /far $  < "J&cJ'c. A
o f  th e  I d e a s  o f  Eure R easo n  " . ( R  6 7 0 -6 9 6 )^ I f --ot»v ■■orhfcy--p u rg e  ae
•were -to. under-s tand  t h e  m ain  g e n e r a l  p r i n G i p l a s -of
arguraent, v /e 's iaauId  n o t  n eed  to  c o n c e rn  o u r s e l v e s  a t ^ a l l  w i th  t h i s
p a s s a g e , f o r  i n  r t \ ? I a n t  m e re ly  r e p e a t s  s o m e t h i n g s  w hich  we know
a l r e a d y ; t h a t  I d e a s  a r s K n e c e s s a r i l y  p rd au ced  by R e a s o n * th a t  we
c a n n o t  do w i t h o u t  thera arioHhafr^ar:- l a e a  can be  ap p ro ach ed  by u s
b u t  newer f u l l y  r e a l i s e d t i n  sp r t* ^  o f  t h i s  e le m e n t  o f  r e p e t i t i o n *
i t  w i l l  n o t  be v/as>da tim e to  e x a m in e H h is  p a s s a g e , s in c e  th e
d i f f e r e n t  fcjrflfe i n  w hich K ant p u t s  h i s  arg iba^n t and th e  abundance
f u r t h e r
o f  exjyajTles by w h ich  he  i l l u s t r a t e s  i t  may th ro w s ^ ig h t  on h i s
K
fa n in g .
Ko^J-'s ^  At- Thus.
Kant ■ oaye —t h a t  R eason  i s  n e v e r  i n  im m ediate  r e l a t i o n
to  an o b j e c t ; i t o  im m ediate  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  to  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g .
c* U iuoh
T h at i s  why i t s  c o n c e p t s , t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  I d e a s ,n e v e r  aJAaw 
o f  any c o n s t i t u t i v e  em ploym ent. They h a v e ,h o w ev er ,an  im portant*  
and in d e e d  i n d i s p e n s a b l y  n e c e s s a r y , r e g u l a t i v e  em ploym ent,that o f
d ir e c t in g  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  tow ards  a  c e r t a i n  g o a l upon which  
th e  r o u t e s  marked o u t  by a l l  i t s  r u l e s  converge  a s  upon t h e i r  
p o i n t  o f  i n t e r s e c t i o n .  T h is  p o i n t  i s  a  mere I d e a , a  fo c u s
im a g in a r iu s  f rom  w h ic h  th e  ooncep b*> o f  th e  u n u e r s t a n d in g  do 
no r  r e a l l y  proev.ed.K one th e  l e s s  i t  s e r v e s  t o  g iv e  t o  th e s e  
c o n c e p ts  th e  g r e a t e s t  p o s s i b l e  u n i t y  com bined w i t h  th e  g r e a t e s t  
p o s s i b l e  e x t e n s i o n ,  (b 6 7 1 -6 7 * )  The i l l u s i o n  w i t h  r e g a r d  to  th e  
I d e a s , t h a t  i s  to  s a y  o u r  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e y  e n a b le  u s  t o  know a  
r e a l  o b j e c t  o u t s i d e  th e  f i e l d  o f  p o s s i b l e  e m p i r i c a l  knowledge* 
i s  h e re  compared by  K ant w i t h  th e  i l l u s i o n  w h ich  a r i s e s  when we 
b e l i e v e  t h a t  o b j e c t s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  a  m i r r o r  a r e  i n  r e a l i t y  b e h in d  
th e  m i r r o r .T h e  i l l u s i o n  i s  n e c e s s a r y  i n  b o th  o a s e s , i n  the one c a se  
i f  we a re  to  d i r e c t  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  beyond e v e r y  g iv e n  e x p e r i e n c e  
and th e re b y  s e c u r e  i t s  g r e a t e s t  p o s s i b l e  e x t e n s i o n  and i n  th e  o t h e r  
i f  'v/e a r e  to  see  b e s i d e s  th e  o b j e c t s  w h ich  l i e  b e f o r e  o u r  eyes  
a l s o  th o s e  w h ich  l i e  a t  a  d i s t a n c e  b e h in d  ou r  b a c k ,  ( l  u73)
Sc^ -Kj
K ant go es  on to  e x p l a i n  t h a t  r e a s o n  em ploys I d e a s  m e re ly
h y p o t h e t i c a l l y .  I d e a s  a r e  m e re ly  r e g u l a t i v e , n o t  c o n s t i t u t i v e *
p r i n c i p l e s ,  r e a s o n  aim s a t  che s y s t e m a t i c  u n i t y  o f  th e  knowledge
p o s s e s s e d  by  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,b u t  t h i s  i s  o n ly  a  p r o j e c t e d  u n i t y .
i t  i s  to  be  r e g a r d e d  n o t  a s  g iv e n  b u t  o n ly  as  a  p r o j e c t e d  u n i t y p '
(B 675)------
Ir: a n o th e r  p a s sa g e  K an t d e c l a r e s  t h a t  th e  t h in g s  o i  th e  s e n s i b l e  
w o r ld  m ust be o n ly  be c o n s id e r e d  a s  i f  th e y  r e c e i v e d
t h e i r  e x i s t e n c e  from  a  h i g h e s t  i n t e l l i g e n c e .  The Id e a  i s  th u s
o 5
o n ly  a  h e u r i s t i c  and n o t  an  -^Httensive c o n c e p t .  (£ 698-699) I d e a s  
a r e  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s  w h ich  a re  d e r i v e d , n o t  from th e  c o n s t i t u t ­
io n  o f  an o b j e c t , b u t  from  th e  i n t e r e s t  o f  K eason  i n  a  c e r t a i n  
p o s s ib l e  p e r f e c t i o n  o f  the  knowledge o f  th e  o b j e c t .  They a r e  to  
be t r e a t e d  a s  mere m axim s.(B  694) The answ er to  th e  q u e s t io n  
w he th er  we a re  j u s t i f i e d  i n  assum ing  the  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  d iv in e  
b e in g  depends on w hat we mean by  t h i s ,  f o r , o n  th e  one hand,we 
-auye n ° r ig h t ,  t o  assume i t  a b s o l u t e l y  ( s u p p o a i t i o  ab so l u t a ) »
b u t  on the  o th e r  we have  a  s u f f i c i e n t  g round  f o r  assum ing  i t  i n
«
a  r e l a t i v e  s e n se  ( s u p p o s i  tjff r e l a t i v e ) . The I d e a  o f Cod i s  n e c e s s a r y
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r e l a t i v e l y  to  o u r  r e a s o n  and to  th e  p r i n c i p l e  ox u n i t y  a l t e r  
w h ich  R e aso n  i s  s t o k i n g  i n  i t s  e m p i r i c a l  em ploym ent (E 7 0 3 - 7 0 4 ) .
I t  i s  u n n e c e s s a r y  f o r  u s  to  e x p l a i n  o r  even  
to  en u m era te  th e  d i f f e r e n t  a rg u m e n ts  w hich  K an t p u t s  fo rw a rd
d-JXrJ-*..{-t'-ct
a s  i l l u s t r a t i o n s  o f  i i i s  m ain  Aden. .F o r  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  w hat he
s e e k s  to  p ro ve  i s  th e  same i n  e v e r y  c a s e * n a m e ly . th a t  t h e r e  i s  a
fu n d am e n ta l  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  I d e a s  r e g a r d s u  a s  c o n s t i t u t i v e
p r i n c i p l e s . t h a t  i s * a s  p r i n c i p l e s  c a p a b le  o f  g i v in g  us knowledge
o f  ah—a b s o l u t e  o b je c t* a n d  I d e a s  r e g a r d e d  a s  m e re ly  r e g u l a t i v e
p r i n c i p l e s , t h a t  i s , a s  p r i n c i p l e s j n e c e s s a r y  o n ly  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  the
m ind o f  th e  knowing s u b je c t .V e  have j u s t  s e e n  t h a t  K an t d i s t i n g u i s h
be tw een  suppos i t g r  ab s o l u t e . and supp oa .i t  A*. r e l a t i v a .  h e  s a y s  o f
t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n ; " I ' e  h a re  come u ,o n  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e a r in g  on th e
p ro c e d u re  o f  th o u g h t  i n  d e a l i n g  w i th  one and th e  same a s s u m p t io n ,  i
a  d i s t i n c t i o n  w hich  i s  somewhat s u b t l e  b u t  o f  g r e a t  im p o rtan c e
i n  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i la js o p h y " .  T h is  i s  a v e ry  i n t e r e s t i n g  s t& te -
(«)
m e n t j f o r  i t  shows n o t  on-l y^ t h a t  K an t a t t a c h e s  g r e a t  im p o rtan c e
to  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  be tw een  th e  c o n s t i t u t i v e  and  th e  r e g u l a t i v e
(ft)
employment o f  I d e a s , b u t  a l e c  t h a t  he  i s  f u l l y  aware o f  th e  f a c t  
t h a t  a c c e p ta n c e  o f  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  w i l l  depend  eti a c c e p ta n c e  o f  
th e  fu n d a m e n ta l  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e s * / K a n t 'a ^ d o e t r i n e  o f  
I d e a s ,a n d  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  be tw een  c o n s t i t u t i v e  and  r e g u l a t i v e
/ V1 i n  C  A 'v 6 - y  f '
p r i n c i p l e s  on w hich  i t  r e s t s , c a n n o t  be t a k e n - o u t -o-l- -i - c.si-c on t e x t  •
I t  i s  p a r t  o f  a p h i lo s o p h y  w hich  X X X X X  r e g a r d s  human K n o w le d g e  
a s  l i m i t e d  to  e m p i r i c a l  o b j e c t s , b u t  w hich  a t  th e  same tim e
CtflM, i-t,
b e l i e v e s  t h a t  the  w o r ld  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  «  n o t^ th e  o n ly  w o rld  th a t  
e x i s t s  and —th trt-we muot atvoume- th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a n o th e r
(W £,r n - J ~ J  K> o  c l. i- .ft f p & . f -  f t
world^ o v ;  -t h e - o n l y  phi-lo60phy--^ iio.K--be4-it;veb • UilTT'TS" the
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i lo s o p h y .  E v e ry  o th e r  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  sys tem  
would b e l i e v e  e i t h e r  t h a t  th e  I d e a s  gave u s  knowledge o f  r e a l  
o b j e c t s  o r t h a t  th e y  were devojld o f  a l l  m ean ing . E m p ir ic ism
w ould  h o ld  th e  l a t t e r  v i e w 9dogm atism  th e  f o r v a e r . l t  i s  unl,y i f
we assume th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  we c an  deny b o th
fto ‘jiv-efe U-O * •/
v i e w s ,a n d  can  h o l d  t h a t  th e  I d e a s  o f  F.eason -a r c  g iv e n  to --t*er n 6 t
*v O w t f  'i> J ~
f o r  knoY/ledge o f  ah a o t o  e n a b le  u s  to  make our
e n q u i r y  i n t o  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  s u b j e c t  to  th e  Id ea o  o f  o b j e c t s
b e lo n g in g  to  a  supe n a t u r a l  w o r ld .
On i .  s u p e r f i c i a l  v iew  . . .a n t’ s d o c t r i n e  o f  I d e a s
•appe-ars to- -be f u l l  o f  c o n t r a d i c t i o n s , a n d  the  a p p e a ra n c e  oi
'• f,
i n c o n s i s t e n c y ' a s  lo n g  a s  i s o l a t e d  s t a t e m e n t s  a r e  c o n t r a s t e d
w i th  one a n o th e r  and  no a c c o u n t  i s  ta k e n  o f  th e  d o c t r i n e  a s  a  
w h o le ,  f o r  in s t a n c e ,w e  .may a s k  th e  c u e o t-i -o n j ^ ^ r e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l
I . , , *  /  i;f»(
I d e a s  f o r  K a n t s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s ? *  On t h i s  p o i n t  K an t t c l ± t r  
w ejtha t I d e a s  a r e  m e re ly  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s  (E 6 4 4 ) , and  t h a t  
a n  o b j e c t i v e  d e d u c t io n  o f  them  i s  im p o s s ib le  b e c a u s e  th e y  h a v e
Ka ! a/~
no r e f e r e n c e  to  a n  o b j e c t .  (P. 393) Y e t i n  a n o th e r  p a s s a g e  h e  
m a in ta in s  t h a t  I d e a s  p o s s e s s  i n d e t e r m in a t e  o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y  
(B 6 9 1 -6 9 2 ) ,a n d  we f i n d  o th e  r  a  t a  ifeme-n-t o i n  w h ic h  h e  a t  t r i b u t e s
/$ 6 7 Q
o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y  to  th em #- h o  doc-l-tsgtx^ f o r  i n s t a n e e , t h a t - ■ th e
A-t fi>oi,s4. /Ai>vA A*. A m o SJ- !^ SiC».-a.o-v'r- f axxJt-t-cl' i-A-ft- A  v'it' - */. tv<: raw A  fo-T"
,  .6.c^r44ng--to--wh4feh--we - -seek--for;- un i-fy ,
j j ^ t . u - . t y j & e x t  ( f  /’$  L ' - £ * J U ' t < S ( A . r y  A t A o u u + g x  i i k  i . /  » l m :  J - / '  . ' e t - '  t;
-ir«--nfa-ee-s-.s^y-rs4^<3te--w-i-th o u t---3rt  we- ■ shou-ld ---h avfe no-P-e-a s on a t  CrM,
<>/* a ' A - A i  v /  A s i i . "  i—  « •< >  C J & t - & > • / * * • ' ' / n \ J  u , . /  c ' ~ /
arid w ith o u t .  r.-s4u^ .-no..-cuh &r .fcnt ..e mplo y m e n t o f  th e .  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,
A \ i  .  . v / n  !  • - < A i  «. ^  i d ? '  >* d  A r  u  t  < - < £ *  t y A .  < 0 4 ?  d \ o ' l 4 L  c 4
and- -w i tk -nut- rnry-:^ oh€^ -fen-t  ■ em ploym ent -of- t h e  -u n a e r-s tan d in g  no
A©H>_ f l-O »A iA < /i-‘. < ! k  tV  f '  I \  '  •- ti~ 6  ,
c r .l te - r .i o n  o f  em p i r i c a l —t r u th ,? a n d t h e r e f o r e  we h a v e  -no o p t io n
p o s e -  t r - - i e  • s y  s  s e - m a - t i - o - —u n - f - b y - - Q f — f t £ i t m >e i1 ^ o - o - y e - O ’t r -v a d y
A»./ivet/A.» «AikA  m-v /fn««
A l l  sem b lan ce  o f  i n c o n s i s t e n c y  d i s a p p e a r s ,
. /‘5 0«r c- A
h o w e v e r , when t he-ee * a fcatom ents -a r e  _ c o n s id e r e d . in —th e  l i g h t  of —tire
/<fcvA,v/i >'$ AW a /AtA<
argum ent a s -tv-'rvvi~c~, K an t be  1 l e v e r  toer t  a  s p e c i f i c ,  csbjeb j c t i v e
v a l i d i t y  m ust be  a s c r i b e d  to  th e  Id e a s  and to  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f
ays voraatic u n i t y  on w hich tn e y  a r e  b a s e d . I f  w-<u—u n d e rs ta n d :-by
(o KAt-U 1. J~  A\L iV\
an  o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t^ o n ly  a  c o n c e p t  w hich e n a b le s  -we- to  d e te rm in e
p . .  'Jif-.-'b-
- a n , 'o b j e c t , t h a t  i s  to  s a y , i f  we a s c r i b e  o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y  o n ly  to
c o n s t i t u t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , t h e n  -ttw*- I d e a s  
a rc  c u b j c o t l v ^ .  B u t i f  we g iv e  th e  n-me o f  o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  
a l s o  to  r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p i e s , t h a t  i s  to  s a y , t o  _n i n c i p l e s  w hich  
a re  n e c e s s a r i l y  p ro d u ce d  by K eason  and w i t h o u t  w h ich  our know­
le d g e /w h ic h  con t a i n s  K eason  a s  a  n e c e s s a r y  e lem ent), would, be  incom-
} ___
p ie  t e , th e n  th e  I d e a s  a r e  o b j e c t i v e  .jHow h i g h —a- vulu*r K an t -ee-t-s
Mt h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw een  c a t e g o r i e s ( c o n c e p t s  o f  th e  u n d e r ­
s ta n d  Lng)and I d e a s ( c o n c e p t s  o f  K eason) may be se en  from  th e  
f o l lo w in g  p a s s a g e ;  " The d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  o f  I d e a s , i ,a , p u re  c o n c e p ts  
o f  K e a s  o n , from th e  c a t e g o r i e s  o r  pu_e c o n c e p ts  o f  tire, u n d e r s t a n d ­
in g  a s  c o g n i t i o n s  o f an  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  k i n d , o r i g i n  and 
employment i s  a  m a t t e r  o f su c h  im poi-tance f o r  the  f o u n d a t io n  o f  
a  s c i e n c e  w hich i s  to  c o n ta in  th e  sy s tem  o f  th e s e  a  p r i o r i  
c o g n i t i o n s  t h a t  w i th o u t  such  a  s.. v e ra n c e  M e ta p h y s ic s  i s  a b s o l u t e l y  
im p o s s ib le  o r ^ a t  b e s t  a  d i s o r d e r l y  and b u n g led  a t t e m p t  to  p a tc h  
up a  house  o f  c a r d s  w i t h o u t  knowledge o f  th e  m a t e r i a l s  w i th  
w hich  one i s  o c c u p ie d  and o f  t h e i r  b e in g  f i t t e d  t o  one p u rp o se
dinj-e-
o r  a n o t h e r .  I f  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f P u re  K eason had^no more th a n  m e re ly  
d e m o n s tra te  t h i .  d i s t i n c t i o n  i t  would have by t h i s  a lo n e  
c o n t r i b u t e d  mo- e to w a rd s  th e  e l u c i d a t i o n  o f  ou r  c o n c e p t  (o f  
i e t a p h y s ic s )  and th e  g u id an c e  o f n a t u r a l  s c ie n c e  i n  th e  f i e l d  
o f  M e tap h y s ic s  th a n  a l l  o t h e r  f r u i t l e s s  e f f o r t s  to  t r e a t  th e  
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p rob lem s o f  K eason  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y , e f f o r t s  w hich  
have been  made a t  a l l  t im e s  by p e o p le  who d i d  n o t  even d iv in e  
tha t  they j.w ere  in  a  f i e l d  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  one $o w hich 
u n d e rs ta n d in g  b e lo n g s ,a n d  who t h e r e f o r e  named c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  and o f  K eason in  th e  same b r e a t h  a s  i f  th e y  were 
o f  one and th e  : nme k in d " .
T /h iie  d e a l i n g  w i th  th e  Appendix to  th e  T ra n sc e n d -
I64  *
d i s  i * j  • ■ O '  (  <
e n t a l  D i a l e c t i c  v/e -omi'fcWd a  p a s s a g e  w h ich  v/e -s h a l l  -«ot ; 4.osA- -wi-th~
b . . .  . _ .
tJio o ro 'b lo a  d . i s c u s s e d  i n  i t  v . i i i  bo r & is c d  &g&in m  tn o
A&-/ 1W
C r i t i que o f  J u d g m e n t. -n i« o e  ya*»-Ue s h a l l  s e  t e n a n t ' s  s o l u t i o n  oi 
th e  p ro b le m  i n  th e  t h i r d  C r i t i q u e  d i f f e r s  fro m  th e  one  w h ic h  he
a -'/
o f f e r s  h e r e , i t  i s  im p o r ta n t  t h a t  m. sh o u ld  he f t a d l i a x  w i t h  h i e  , 
A FeuJ-% / . : A -  S^OV ft-'ht \ Ca
o r i g i n a l  s o l u t i o n ,  -i-la-p r o b l em -arta-fre-aa--Kfetoral--a-cf-en-ee-aifctee- u«c 
UaA Av-i ?
i o f  the  I d e a  o f  th e  s y s t e m a t i c  u n i t y  o f  n & tu ee , and  i f  so  a n - w& at
*  c f  d - t  r - f  ■. ■. r  I  [ -  a .
weyt : l i s  a rgum en t r u n s  a .  f o l l o w s ,  B enson  i s  th e  f a c u l t y '  t h a t — /
A*. /teu /or-0 /few. AVfe
d e r i v e s -  p a r t i c u l a r s  f r o m - u n i v e r s a l  o-soicepts. W i  t h  • Teg n r  d W - t a e e  e, 
j)Q isC^-AA-Si Ajo\&- ' A
i a  a l r e a d y  k n o w n ,in  w h ich  c a se  a l l  v/e need  do i s  to  subsume th e
p a r t i c u l a r  u n d e r  th e  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t ,o r  th e  u n i v e r s a l  i._> n o t
/W -h  7fc
g iv e n  b u t  o n ly  assum ed , I n  th e  l a -t-fre r  o a s e th e  p a r t i c u l a r  i s  /
c e r t a i n , a n d  th e  u n i v e r s a l  i s  s t i l l  a p r o b le m ,a  m ere  I d e a ; wo have
/vKSM‘‘-t*-o /fit-.-. A A) M u r l s
tn--te-e-ruM-ihtec s e v e r a l  p a r t i c u l a r  i n s t a n c e s  w i th  a  v ie w  to  b r i n g ­
in g  them u n der  a  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e ,  "/e a r e  h e re  co n ce rn e d  w i th  a
h y p o t h e t i c a l  employm ent o f  ' e a o o n ,b » c auoer  tn e  I d e a s  w hich  a re
r—""  % k t  ■ 4
in v o lv e d  a re  m e re ly  p r o b le m a t i c  c o n c e p t s , , f a n t  go es  on to  exp-l a i n
t h a t  the  s y s te m a t i c  u n i t y  o f  r e a s o n  i s  a  m e re ly  l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e ,
U s ~
trre o n ly  f u n c t i o n  «~~-vrh£ch i s  to  a s s i s t  tn e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  by
means o f  I d e a s  i n  th o s e  c a s e s  i n  w h ich  th d  u n d e r s ta n d in g  c a n n o t
by i t s e l f  e s t a b l i s h  r u l e s .  By assum ing  t h a t  the  fyL)C)k6f£/fiX/fy{j&
j>a »*-*
c o n s t i t u t i o n  o f  the  o b j e c t s  o r—th e n a t u r e* o f - -t-he und'e rs ra i id if ig
th a t -  knows--thent-i~s"in~~rtseIf de-term inedo~frtr s y s te m a t i c  u i i i ty  v/e
sh o u ld  change a  l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  i n t o  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e ^
t h a t  i s  to  say ,w e sh o u ld  b e l i e v e  t h a t  the  p r i n c i p l e  was v a l i d ,
n o t  on ly  s u b j e c t i v e l y  o r i n  r e l a t i o n  to  human Ileason  w hich
n e c e s s a r i l y  seek::- th e  s y s te m a t i c  u n i t y  oi' c o n c e p t s ,b u t  a l s o
'—fjfru4
o b j e c t i v e l y , a s  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  o b j e c t s ^ j > n  second  th o u g h ts  i t  
a p p e a r s ihowev w >t h a t  F.eason c a n n o t  a s su m e -e r* lo g ic a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f
s y s te m a t i c  u n i t y  w i th o u t  a t  th e  same tim e assum ing  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l
]
G5.
u r i n e i s l e .  r e a s o n  can  em ploy i t s  l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  o n ly  on 
c o n d i t i o n  t h a t  i t  p r e s u p p o s e s  t h a t  n a t u r a l  f e D j je ts  th e .a sex v es  
"belong to  a  sy s te m * o r  t h a t  K&turc i t s e l f  f a l l o w s  a  p r i n c i p l e  o i  (
d H"^ 9 *'£ (&&. sf!*-j A'1'- (V i/ A~'-C)'0 £' A < • v r-.jiKj!
s y s te m a t i c  u n i t y .
’ v- . 
te-ssi-s'cerpi e ir t  a-±- -p r i  n-e£~p'l ic,;i,i*fe c a n n o t  "be d e r iv e d  t v  ora tump i r i c a l
knowledge oi n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s .  " l o r  can  we s a y  t h a t  R euso n*w hile
p ro c e e d in g  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  i t s  own p r i n c i p l e s j h a e  a r r i v e d  a t
know ledge o f  t h i s  u n i t y  th ro u g h  o b s e r v a t i o n  o f  th e  a c c i d e n t a l
c o n s t i t u t i o n  o f n a tu r e " ( E  679) rhe-fc»v.' ul" h-e u uon r h iU i  p .o m p to
ir t—'W—se-e-fe '-^^-aaity- -i-e-- ne-efe-e-sfary sinofec w-i thout--- -shmtiU—haiae
t l y-n&i^h fe^ . a n y-  cohe re  n t - e mp.Io.ymen t
e£—ti!«.. «a4-er«-tan.d,ing -nogw&ny- auffi-ciant. exiJhnfjm~oi~-empi rical
feQ1 oh j c c -t l -v c l y  v a l i d  ami - a e oes& ary .
it-. f e' '7 <■
T h is  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e  h a s - b e e n  employed "by
p h i lo s o p h e r s  f-f n a t u r e  and n a t u r a l  s c i e n t i s t s  a t  a l l  tiintr s * a l th o u g h
some/times w i t h o u t  t h e i r  b e in g  c o n s c io u s  o f  i t .  Timt—£ r. .lias-a lw ays  
"7 tvw
bean- a;-i>urfl&d may be s e e n  from  the f a c t  t h a t  i t  h a s  a lw ay s been  
he-idr t h a t  n a tu r e  a c t s  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i th  t h r e e  fu n d am e n ta l  la w s ,
. d  c/ • Otv-i
anti t h a t  " these- thrw c l a w s—im ply th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  lav; o f  th e
. (a )  i t  i tfe --a lw ays b e en—he l d - t h a t . t h isy s te in i& ie  u n i t y  o f  n a tu r e
•W -  th
^ v a r io u s  sp e 'c ie s^ m u st  be r e g a r d e d  m e re ly  a s  d i f f e r e n t  d c t e r i a i n a t -
Ttbo.
io n s  o f  a  few  g e n e ra * and t h a t  th e  a p p a r e n t l y  i n f i n i t e  v a r i e t y  o f  
n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  need  n o t  p r o v e n u s  from  assum ing  t h a t  b e h in d  
t h i s  v a r i e t y  t h e r e  i s  a  u n i t y  o f  fu n d a m e n ta l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  - t  h a a
-&v&r.--bgen .suppo-swtt"-that b e h in d  a i l  t h e s e  v a r i e t i e s ,  t h e i e  ke  o n ly
■:> y / 1  Oi/-O. rr-i,n , fe& y I f  , x f& ( .n e t .U  / i /V * * *  A- ifr f'- t} -!- f t f - iu t - p
oAl- yeTtutr. T h is  i s  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  h o m o g en e ity .  The r u l e  w hich
i s  l s , id  d«wn by i t  i s ;  l,j"ntium _va r l e t a t e s  non e s s e r a u l t ip l i c a n d a "  .
5 O-
. (b )  -The l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  g e n e r a  i s  b a la n c e d  by p r i n c i p l e
w hich c a l l s  fo r '  m u l t i p l i c i t y  ofad d i v e r s i t y  i n  t h in g s  n o t w i th s t a n d ­
in g  th e i r ,  ag reem en t' u n d e r  th e  same g e n u s .  I n  f o l lo w in g  t h i s
p r in c ip le !  v/e su p p o se  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  an  e n d l e s s  h e t e r o g e n e i t y  
o f  t h i n g s , t h a t  when we b e g in  v / i th  th e  g en u s  and d e sc e n d  to  
th e  m a n i fo ld  w h ich  i s  c o n ta in e d  u n d e r  i t  we s h a l l  f i n d  an
t i l  I  I / A ' /
i n f i n i t e  number o f  s p e c i e s  and  s u b - s p e c i e s  and i^ a l l r -n e v tn r -b e
K -V W  . . . .
ab l e —-fro- r e g a r d  any  s p e c i e s  a s  th e  lo w e s t  .T h i s  i s  th e  p r i n c i p l e  
o f s p e c i f i c a t i o n # a n d  i t  can  be f o r m u la te d  th u s  ge n t i u m  v a r i e t a t e s  
non e s s e  tem ere  m inuendas;"'. (c )T h e  t h i r d  l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e
w^v/* » . . , .w h ich /K eason  assum es i s  th e  p r i n c i p l e  ol' c o n t i n u i t y 9
th e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  th e  o r i g i n a l  g e n e r a  a r e  n o t  i s o l a t e d  from
cJc-'fusl'
one anothere, I t  may be f o r m u la te d  thusjTN on datum  vacuum
r>
formorum*“0The m a n i f o ld  g e n e r a  a r e  s im p ly  d i v i s i o n s  o f  one 
s i n g l e  h i g h e s t  and u n i v e r s a l  genus^-and—®±i ~Ehe d i f f e r e n t  s p e c i e s
'■ 'fc'‘ 1^-l-vpU.A if-
^ b o r d e r  upon one a n o th e r .  , a d m it  t i n g  o f  no t r a n s i t i o n  p e r  s a l tu m  
from  one to  a n o t h e r , b u t  o n ly  o f  a  t r a n s i t i o n  th ro u g h  a  c o n t in u o u s
,JA .- ' iS  A*,
s e r i e s  o f  l e s s e r  d e g re e s  o f  d i f x e r e n c e . l t  can ben aetm - t h a t  th e  
p r i n c i p l e  o f  c o n t i n u i t y # a n o t h e r  name f o r  w hich i s  th e  p r i n c i p l e
C l  A ' i  / ’.A  i < -  CV C J :  A B._
o f  a f f i n i t y » m e d i a t e s  be tw een  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  hom ogeneity^and
th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o r  v a r i e t y .
A tir t h r e e  p r i n c i p l e s  a r e  a s  such  m e re ly  l o g i c a l  
■Ik,
p r i n c i p l e s ; t h e y  a r e  a p p l i e s  f o r  th e  sake  o f  th e  l o g i c a l  d i v i s i o n
A fifVff. Href /£ * , p i  t-t-v
o f  c o n c e p ts .  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l
o r  i l  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s .  " I f  t h e r e f o r e  the  l o g i o a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  
g e n e ra  i s  to  be a p p l i e d  to  n a tu r e  -  -  -  -  i t  p re s u p p o se s  a  
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e .  And in  a c c o rd a n c e  w i th  t h i s  l a t t e r  
h om og en e ity  i s  n e c e o s a : i l y  p re s u p p o se d  in  th e  m a n i fo ld  o f  
p o s s i b l e  e x p e r ie n c e  - - - - -  ; f o r  i n  th e  ab sen c e  o f  ho m o g en e ity ,  
no e m p i r i c a l  c o n c e p ts ,a n d  t h e r e f o r e  no e x p e r i e n c e , would be 
p o s s ib l e "  (33 63«s) "The law o f  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  can n o t  be d e r iv e d  
from e x p e r i e n c e ,w hich  can n e v a r  open to  ou r  v iew  such e x te n s iv e  
p r o s p e c t s .  E m p i r i c a l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  soon  comes to  a  s to p  i n  the  
d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  th e  m a n i f o l d , i f  i t  be n o t  g u id ed  by th e  a n t e -
c e d e n t  law oi' s p e c i f i c a t i o n  w h i c h ,a s  a  p r i n c i p l e  o i  K e a sc n ,  
l e a d s  u s  to  s e e k  a lw ay s  f u r t h e r  d i f f e r e n c e s  and  to  s u s p e c t  
t h e i r  e x i s t e n c e  even  when th e  s e n s e s  a r e  u n a b le  to  d i s c l o s e  
th em ."  (P 685) "T h is  l o g i c a l  law o f  th e  c on tinuu m  s p e c i e r um 
(iorm urum  lo g ie a r u u i ) p r e s u p p o s e 8 9h o w e v e r , a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  
l a w ( l e x  c o n t i n u i  i n  n a t u r a )  w i t h o u t  w h ich  th e  fo rm er  law 
would o n ly  l e a d  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  a s t r a y pc a u s in g  i t  to  
f o l lo w  a  p a t h  w h ich  i s  p e rh a p s  q u i t e '  c o n t r a r y  to  t h a t  p r e s c r i b ­
ed  by n a tu r e  i t s e l f .  F o r  i f  i t  r e s t e d  on e m p i r i c a l  g ro u n d s ,  
i t  would come l a t e r  th a n  th e  sy s te m ,w h e re a s  i n  a c t u a l  f a c t  
i t  h a s  i t s e l f  g iv e n  r i s e  to  a l l  t h a t  i s  s y s te m a t i c  i n
ou r  knowledge o f  n a tu r e "  (B 688)
,T*iQ • / fri-tS
V/e I trfern- h e r e- t h a t  Kant h a s  no d o u b t  t h a t  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  
o f  B eason  w h ich  p re s u p p o se  th e  s y s te m a t i c  u n i t y  o f  n a t u r e  a r e
g e n u in e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e s . t h a t  th e y  a r e  p r i o r  to  ,
/ h 1 ■' ‘y jf fa
e x p e r ie n c e  and  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  i t .  , t h a t
he  i e - -a s—f -i^rmly—eonvinced: t h a t  a s  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  r .e a so n  th e y  
can be n o th in g  more th a n  m e re ly  r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s .
- . f a ,
In the. p a s sa g e  head ed  "The !Ideas i n  g e n e ra l" ,  . ran t  W t a
cev*- tv/
• fo r th -h irs '-v iew s- 'o rr  P l a t o ’ s d o c t r i n e  ,o f  I d e a s  (13368 e t  s e q . )
f a  f a  f a - .  P J f a f a  f a  . -------------
He b e g in s  by e x p l a i n i n g  w.has ^fato-'-TUid s T s t a n ds  by «n I d e a .
*'7o r  P l a t o  I d e a s  a r e  a r c h e ty p e s  o f  th e  t h in g s  th e m se lv e s  and 
n o t  i n  the  manner o f  th e  c a t e g o r i e s , m e re ly  key s  to  p o s s ib l e
f a  rt-.v .g  t v i> »  r,v .v * 9
e x p e r i e n c e s " .  (B 370) P la to^  ^e- w e l l  aware t h a t  our f a c u l t y  o f  
knov/ledge f e e l s  a  need  mush h ig h e r  th a n  t h a t  o f  m e re ly  s p e l l i n g
o u t  a p p e a ra n c e s  a c c o rd in g  to  a  s y n t h e t i c  u n i t y , i n  o r d e r  to  be
s
a b le  to  r e a d  the.a as  e x p e r i e n c e .  ( TT.'rjchc i n ungen nach
s y n t h e t i s h e r . E in h e i t  zu b u c h s t a b l e  rea ,u rn  s i e  a l a  E r f a h r umeen
l e s e n  zu  konnen*'. ) He knows- t h a t  o u r  E eaao n  a c c o rd in g  to  i t s  
/o
n a tu r e  mtns-t t r a n s c e n d  th e  bounds o f  e x p e r i e n c e . (B 3 7 0 - 3 7 1 )
6 8 .
k/-eAa.
The I d e a s  -are by no means mere f i c t i o n s  o i  th e  b r a in *  ('^ Ilirn^  
g e sp in s t je v ) .  K an t th e n  shows t h a t  P l a t o  f i n d s  th e  c h i e f  i n s t a n c e s  
o f  h i s  I d e a s  i n  th e  p r a c t i c a l  f i e l d , a n d  h a v in g  d e a l t  w i th  
P l a t o ' s  m o ra l  I d e a s  and e x p re s s e d  h i s  a g re em e n t  w i t h  P l a t o ’s 
a c c o u n t  o f  th em ,h e  go es  on a s  f o l lo w s . ; " B u t  i t  i s  n o t  o n ly  
where human r e a s o n  e x h i b i t s  g e n u in e  c a u s a l i t y  and where I d e a s  
a r e  o p e r a t i v e  c a u s e s ( o f  a c t i o n s  and t h e i r  o b j e c t s ) namely in  
th e  m o ra l  s p h e r e ,b u t  a l s o  in  r e g a r d  t o  n a t u r e  i t s e l f , t h a t  P lia to  
r i g h t l y  d i s c e r n s  c l e a r  p ro o f  o f  an  o r i g i n  from  I d e a s .  A p l a n t#  
an  a n im a l , t h e  o r d e r l y  a r ra n g e m e n t  o f  th e  cosmos -  p resum ab ly  
t h e r e f o r e  th e  e n t i r e  n a t u r a l  w o r ld  -  c l e a r l y  show t h a t  th e y  
a r e  p o s s i b l e  o n ly  a c c o r d in g  to  I d e a s  and t h a t  though  no s i n g l e
c r e a t u r e  i n  the  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  i t s  i n d i v i d u a l  e x i s t e n c e  c o in c id e s
Hc-l
w i th  th e  I d e a  o f^w h ich  i s  m ost p e r f e c t  i n  i t s  k in d  -  -  -  t h e s e  
I d e a s  a re  none th e  l e s s  c o m p le te ly  d e te rm in e d  i n  th e  supreme 
Under s t a n d i n g ,  e a c h  a s  an i n d i v i d u a l  and e a c h  a s  u n c h a n g e a b le ,  
and a re  th e  o r i g i n a l  c a u s e s  o f  th ings* 'i-  We should ,how ever ,be  
m is ta k e n  i f  we i n f e r r e d  from  th e s e  w ords t h a t  i n  h i s  own 
d o c t r i n e  o f  I d e a s  K ant showed th e  same a p p r e c i a t i o n  o f  th e
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c o n c e p t  o f  a  supreme u n d e r s t a n d in g  w h ic h ^ c re a te ^  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s ,  
a c c o r  d in g  to  I d e a s .  I n  f a c t  he s c a r c e l y  m e n t io n s  t h i s  c o n c e p t ,  
and  th e  o n ly  i n d i c a t i o n  o f  h i s  h a v in g  app roved  o f  i t ,  o r  a t  
l e a s t  o f  h i s  n o t  h a v in g  th o u g h t  i t  u n r e a s o n a b l e ^ i s  th e  f a c t  
t h a t  he c r i t i c i s e s  th e  p h y s i c o - t h e o l o g i c a l  p r o o f  o f  th e  e x i s t ­
ence o f  God w hich i s  base .,  upon th e  argum ent from  d e s ig n  much
A*
l e s s  s e v e r e l y  th a n  th e  o t h e r  p r o o f s .  Convinced  a s Kant  i s  th a t  
even  th e  p h y s i c o - t h e o l o g i c a l  a rgum ent c a n n o t  be r e g a rd e d  as 
an a d eq u a te  p r o o f  o f  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  supreme b e in g ,h e  i s  
f u l l y  p r e p a r e d  to  a d m it  t h a t  i t  i6  q u i t e  n a t u r a l  to  i n f e r  
from the  v a r i e t y , o r d e r , p u r p o s iv e n e s s  and b e a u ty  o f  ou r p r e s e n t
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w o r ld  to  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  suprem e c au se  o f  th e  w o r ld ,  (B550-
6 5 1 )
"T ills  p r o o f  a lw ay s  d e s e r v e s  t o  be m e n t io n e d  w i th  r e s p e c t . l t  i s
th e  o l d e s t 9th e  c l e a r e s t  and  b e s t  s u i t e d  t o  o r d i n a r y  human
H e a so n .  I t  e n l i v e n s  th e  s tu d y  o f  n a t u r e  j u s t  a s  i t  i t s e l l
d e r i v e s  i t s  e x i s t e n c e  and g a i n s  e v e r  new v i g o u r  from  t h a t  s o u r c e .
I t  s u g g e s t s  e n d s  an d  p u r p o s e s  w her^o u r  o b s e r v a t i o n  w o u ld  n o t
h av e  d e t e c t e d  them by  i t s e l f , and  e x te n d s  ou r  n a t u r e  by means
K.
o f  a  s p e c i a l  u n i t y , t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  w h ich  i s  o u t s i d e  n a t u r e .
T h is  kn ow led g e , a g a i n , r e a c t s  on i t s  c a u s e , n am e ly , upon th e  I d e a  
w h ich  h a s  l e d  to  i t  and s t r e n g t h e n s  th e  b e l i e f  i n  a  supreme 
A uthor ( o f  n a t u r e )  so  t h a t  th e  b e l i e f  a c q u i r e s  th e  fo ro e  o f  an  
i r r e s i s t i b l e  c o n v ic t i o n "  (IE 651-652) I t  would be u t t e r l y  v a i n ,  
K an t c o n t i n u e s , t o  t r y  t o  d im in i s h  i n  any way th e  a u t h o r i t y  o f  
t h i s  argum ent.T ':o th ing  can  be  s a i d  a g a i n s t  th e  r a t i o n a l i t y  o r  
u t i l i t y  o f  th e  p ro c e d u re  in v o lv e d  in  i t . Y e t  i t s  c la im s  to  
a p o d e i c t i c  c e r t a i n t y  c a n n o t  be g r a n t e d .  " I t jc an n o t  h u r t  th e
good cause  i f  th e  do gm atic  lan g u ag e  o f  th e  ov erw een in g  s o p h i s t  
( V e r n u n f t i e r s )  be  to n e d  down to  th e  more m o d era te  and humble 
r e q u i r e m e n ts  o f  a  b e l i e f  a d e q u a te  to  q u i e t e n  our d o u b ts , th o u g h  
n o t  to  command u n c o n d i t i o n a l  su b m iss io n "  (B 652-653)
co n cep t  o f  a  s p e c i a l  u n i t y , t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  which i s  o u t s id e
'1U IJh
n a t u r e 3 -p r ir tc x p ie  i s
e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g .  
I t  i s  b a se d  upon a  mere I d e a .  The c o n ce p t  o f  a  p u rp o se  i s  a
I t  .w il l —sugp^A-sa—aopae--who—
^ ld in g _ p r . ln a ip le - a - .  .of.,.K an tls -  d o c -tr in e  o f , - h a n t - d on l ea
W  £l'~6i-'ld d.i-i\> f f-jJLfb
£to th e  p h y s i c o - t h e o l o g i c a l  p r o o f , a n d  w i th  i t  t o /  th e  . l o g i c a l  
^  t f -W  -; •.■!$ A
p r i n c i p l e  g e n e r a l ly , - th e —9 4 a^g^di±eh-~i-t : make-s t o  a p o d e i c t i c  , .
HsJfc jh.K^  • wj> 'u'- ■ *6* >* r-  ' c J W  ?<
c e r t a i n t y "  I t  10 ■tr -ue - th a t  th e  --log i  or .1—p r in c i p l e  ■ c x jmndo erar.y
//e c••-di '-Js A'fo/ /<• ,^tc>vP .^a 1 noi.yWs©.,
^knowledge o f  n a tu r e , -o r  t h a t  i t  p r o v id e s  u s  w i th  th e  g u id in g
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c o n c e p tpa o t  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , bu t  o i  K easonpand  a s  su ch  i t  
I s  a  m e re ly  r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e , t h a t  i s , a  p r i n c i p l e  w h ich  d o es  
n o t  e n a b le  us t o  d e te rm in e  an o b je c t , .  I d e a s  a r e  g iv e n  to  u s , n o t  
t h a t  we s h o u ld  d e r i v e  ou r  w o r ld  o f  n a t u r e  from  a  s u p e r n a t u r a l  
s o u r c e , b u t  t h a t  we sh o u ld  use  them a s  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  o u r  e n q u i r y  
i n to  th e  n a t u r a l  w orld^V e m ust n o te  t h a t  i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  of  P u re  
r  eason , K an t d o e s  n o t  p r o p e r l y  d i s t i n g u i s h  th e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  
p r i n c i p l e  from  th e  o t h e r  I d e a s  o f  LeusonV&nd H a t  why he  
a p p l i e s  to  i t  th e  same c r i t i c i s m  a s  he  a p p l i e s  to  th e  o t h e r  I d e a s .  
The d an ger  w h ich  he  w ish e s  to  a v e r t  by  h i s  c r i t i c i s m  i s  th e  
d a n g e r  o f  o u r  t h in k i n g  t h a t  we c o u ld  use  th e  t e l e o l o g i c a l
p r i n c i p l e  a s  a  c o n s t i t u t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  w h ich  would g iv e  u s  know-
Jf 11 i A; ft?'at h • t-A a,
le d g e  o f  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t s .  M -w e—f e i ± - i r r t o - t n i i r - e r r a r  -we
B j . j *  fc{ ,1>C t-'v-fU- A* f.c(,y cxd
m ig h t  be-dre-ct ^ to g iv e  up our e n q u i r y  i n t o  n a t u r a l  c a u s e s ,a n d  
i n s t e a d  to  have  r e c o u r s e  t o  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  c a u se s  a b o u t  w hich  we 
teww n o th in g  a t  a l l .  "These d e t r i m e n t a l  co n seq u e n ce s  a re  even  
more o b v io u s  i n  th e  d o g m atic  t r e a tm e n t  o f  an I d e a  o f  a  supreme 
i n t e l l i g e n c e  and i n  th e  t h e o l o g i c a l  sy s tem  o f  n a tu r e  (p h y s ic o -  
th e o lo g y )  w hich  i s  f a l s e l y  based  upon i t .  F o r  i n  t h i s  f i e l d  o f  
e n q u i r y , i n s t e a d  o f  lo o k in g  f o r  c a u s e s  i n  th e  u n i v e r s a l  law s o f  
m a t e r i a l  mechanism,we a p p e a l  d i r e c t l y  to  th e  u n s e a rc h a b le  
d e c re e  o f  supreme v ^ isd o m ,a l l  t h o s e  ends w hich a r e  e x h ib i t e d  
i n  n a t u r e , t o g e t h e r  w i th  th e  many ends w h ich  a r e  o n ly  a s c r i b e d  
by  us to  n a tu re ,m a k e  our i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  th e  c a u se s  a  v e ry  
e a sy  t a s k , a n d  so  e n a b le  u s  to  r e g a r d  th e  l a b o u r  o f  K eason  as  
com ple ted  when a s  a  m a t t e r  o f  factjwe have m e re ly  d is p e n s e d  
w i th  i t s  em ploym ent,an  employment w hich i s  w h o lly  dep en d en t 
f o r  g u id an ce  upon th e  o r d e r  o f  n a tu r e  and the  s e r i e s  o f a l t e r a t ­
io n s  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i th  th e  u n i v e r s a l  law s w hich th e y  a re  
found to  e x h i b i t ^  There—are  manyjioth e -!—pass a g e s  i n  which Kant
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i n  w hich he  defends. e m p i r ic i s m  a g a i n s t  dogm atism  ( l  496 -50 1 )  •
He s t a t e s  t h e r e  t h a t  th e  u n p o p u l a r i t y  o f  e m p i r ic i s m  and th e  
p r e f e r e n c e  w h ich  the  common u n d e r s t a n d in g  shows f o r  dogmatism^ 
i s  due to  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  l a t t e r  a l l o w s  u s  to  l e a v e  th e  w o r ld  
o f  e x p e r i e n c e  and  r i s e  t o  c o n c e p ts  f a r  o u t s t r i p p i n g  o u r  i n s i g h t  
and r a t i o n a l  f a c u l t i e s .  " I f  i t  [ th e  eoK unonf.understandingJunder­
s t a n d s  l i t t l e  o r  n o t h in g  a b o u t  t h e s e  m a t t e r s , n o  one can  b o a s t  
o f  u n d e r s t a n d in g  much m o re jan d  th o u g h  i n  r e g a r d  t o  them i t  
c a n n o t  e x p r e s s  i t s e l f  i n  so  s c h o l a s t i c a l l y  c o r r e c t  a  manner 
a s  th o s e  w i th  s p e c i a l  t r a i n i n g , n e v e r t h e l e s s  t h e r e  i s  no end  to  
th e  p l a u s i b l e  a rgum en ts  w hich  i t  can  p ro p o u n d ,w a n d e r in g  a s  i t
does a m id s t  mere I d e a s  a b o u t  w hich  no one .knows a n y th in g  and
to
i n  r e g a r d  to  w hich  i t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  f r e e  be a s  e lo q u e n t  a s
i t  p l e a s e s jw h e r e a s  when m a t t e r s  t h a t  in v o lv e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f
n a tu r e  a r e  i n  q u e s t i o n  i t  h a s  to  s t a n d  S i l e n t  and to  adfcnit i t s
i g n o r a n c e .  Thus in d o le n c e  and v a n i t y  combine i n  s t u r d y  s u p p o r t
o f  th e s e  p r i n c i p l e s ! '  (E 501) ;In  a n o th e r  p a s sa g e  K an t a t a t e s
t h a t  o r d e r  and p u r p o s iv e n e s s  i n  n a tu r e  m ust be e x p la in e d  by
r e f e r e n c e  to  n a t u r a l  c a u s e s ,a n d  t h a t  th e  w i l d e s t  h y p o t h e s i s ,
i f  o n ly  i t  be p h y s i c a l , i s  more t o l e r a b l e  th a n  a  h y p e r p h y s i c a l
"7^ -*
h y p o th e s i s  such  a s  th e  a p p e a l  to  a  d i v in e  A uthor* Sueh  *  
h y r * > i w o u l d  be a  p r i n c i p l e  o f^ ig n a v a  r a t i o ^  
♦ f o r  we sh o u ld  oe p a s s in g  o v e r  a l l  c a u s e s  o f  w hich  th e  o b j e c t i v e  
v a l i d i t y  c o u ld  be a s c e r t a i n e d  in  th e  c o u rs e  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  i n  
o r d e r  to  r e s t  i n  a  mere I d e a . (B  300-801) K ant c a l l s  a l l  
c o n s t i t u t i v e  eai -loyment o f  I d e a s  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f* ig n a v a  r a t i o ,  
a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  a  Tie a s  on w hich w i l l  n o t  do i t s  p ro p e r  w ork.
(e « g .B7l7 and B SO lJy ln  a n o th e r  p ass ,  ge he sp e ak s  o f ^ p e r v e r s a 
r a t i o * ". He e x p la in s  t h a t  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f s y s te m a t i c  u n i t y ,o n
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w h ich  a s  w e -heve-srn jn  a l l  I d e a s o f  r .ea so n  a rd  b a s e d , s h o u l d  be 
u se d  o n ly  a s  a  r e g u l a t i v e  p r in c ip le ,a -n d -^ d t t r t  V/e s h o u ld  b e l i e v e
^ a t m  B
o u r s e l v e s  to  have  a p p ro x im a te d  to  c p m p le te n e s s  i n  th e  u se  o f  
i t  -  a  c o m p le te n e s s  w h ich  we can  n e v e r  a t t a i n  -  o n ly  i n  so  l a r  
a s  ^ve a r e  i n  a  p o s i t i o n  to  v e r i f y  i t  i n  e x p e r ie n c e *  ' ' I n s t e a d  o f  
t h i s " , h e  c o n t i n u e sj ' t h e  r e v e r s e  p r o c e d u re  i s  a d o p te d .  The r e a l i t y  
o f  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  p u r p o s iv e  u n i t y  i s  n o t  o n ly  p re s u p p o se d  but. 
h y p o s t a ^ i s e d ; a n d  s i n c e  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  a  suprem e i n t e l l i g e n c e  i s  
i n  i t s e l f  c o m p le te ly  beyond ou r  pow ers  o f  co m p reh en s io n  we 
p ro c e e d  to  d e te rm in e  i t  i n  an a n th ro p o m o rp h ic  manner and so 
impose ends upon n a tu r e  f o r c i b l y  and d i c t a t o r i a l l y , i n s t e a d  o f  
p u r s u in g  th e  m or(^reasonab le  c o u rs e  o f  s e a r c h i n g  f o r  them by th e  
p a th  o f  p h y s i c a l  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  And th u s  t e l e o l o g y  w hich  i s
in te n d e d  to  a id  u s  m e re ly  i n  c o m p le t in g  th e  u n i t y  o f  n a tu r e  i n
to
acco rd an ce  w i th  u n i v e r s a l  l a w n o t  o n ly  t e n d s ^ s u c h  u n i t y  b u t  
a l s o  p r e v e n t s  B eacon  f r o  1 c a r r y i n g  o u t  i t s  own p r o f e s s e d  p u r p o s e ,  
t h a t  o f  p ro v in g  from n a tu r e  i n  c o n fo rm i ty  w i th  th e s e  law s th e
and many o t h e r  p a s s a g e s  i t  can  be se en  t h a t  no r e a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  
i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure  F.eas-on
i s  drawn^be tween th e  Id e a  o f  a  p u r p o s iv e n e s s  o f  n a tu r e  and th e  
o t h e r  Id  e a s . Th a t —i s  - why— t —t  e ! -*&■ ~u - -abou-t-'t h e
id e a —o f ‘a-'purp-oedvene-im-
V;e may now conc lu de  our e x a m in a t io n  o f  the  T ranscendenta l
D i a l e c t i c .  We have  le a r n e d  from i t  t h a t  K a n t ' s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  
in to  r e a s o n  and i t s  c o n e e p ts  h a s  c o n firm ed  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  
human mind i s  e x c lu d e d  from a l l  knowledge o f  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  
o b j e c t s .  Our f i e l d  i s  th e  w o rld  o£. e x p e r i e n c e .  The I d e a  o f  th e  
e x i s t e n c e  o f  a n o th e r  w o rld  i s  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  th e  knowledge o f  
our own w o r l d ,b u t  a s  f i n i t e  b e in g s  we c a n n o t  even  a t t e m p t  to  
a c q u i r e  knowledge o f  any s p h e re  o t h e r  th a n  ou r  own.As f i n i t e  
b e in g s  we c a n n o t  know th e  i n f i n i t e .
ex is ten c e  o f  a  supreme rom t h i s
j
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The a t t i t u d e  w h ich  K an t a d o p ts  to  t h i s  i a o t  i s  c h a r a c t e r '  
i s t i c  o f h im . In  h i s  o p i n i o n , o u r  i n a b i l i t y  t o  know a n y th in g  o t h e r  
th a n  ou r  own w o r ld  o u gh t n o t  to  d e p r e s s  o r  d i s c o u r a g e  u s .  On 
th e  c o n t r a r y  we s h o u ld  be g la d  t h a t  we have  fo und  a  sp h e re  i n  
w hich  we can w ork .T he  l i m i t e d  c h a r a c t e r  o f  a l l  ou r  t h e o r e t i c a l  
knowledge i s  a  f a c t , b u t  n o t  one to  c o m p la in  a b o u t .  “I t  c a n n o t  
h u r t  th e  good c au se  i f  t h e  d o g m atic  lan g u ag e  o f  th e  ove rw een ing  
s o p h i s t  be ton ed  down to  th e  more m o d e ra te  and humble r e q u i r e ­
m ents  o f  a  b e l i e f  a d e q u a te  to  q u i e t e n  ou r  d o u b t^ V )  (B652-653)
In  th e  ^Dreams o f  a  Ghost - s e e r " -' , i n  w h ich  th e  p rob lem  o f  the  
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i lo s o p h y  r e v e a l s  i t s e l f  f o r  th e  f i r s t  t im e ,w e  
f i n d  th e  f o l lo w in g  p a ssa g e J" T o  s u r r e n d e r  to  e v e r y  i t c h  o f 
c u r i o s i t y  and to  a l lo w  our knowledge to  be l i m i t e d  by n o th in g  
b u t  i n c a p a c i t y  i s  a  r e a l  t h a t  b e f i t s  s c h o l a r s h i p  q u i t e
w e l l ,B u t  t o  choose  among in n u m erab le  p ro b lem s w hich  o f f e r  them­
s e lv e s  th o s e  th e  s o l u t i o n  o f  w hich  i s  i n  th e  i n t e r e s t  o f  man i s  
th e  e x c e l l e n c e  o f  wisdom, f c i e n c e  a f t e r  h a v in g  ru n  th ro u g h  i t s  
sp h e re  a r r i v e s  n a t u r a l l y  a t  a  m odest d i f f i d e n c e  and e x c la im s  
i n d ig n a n t  w i t h  i t s e l f , ’How many t h in g s  t h e r e  a re  w hich  I  do n o t  
u n d e r s t a n d ! ’ B u t R easo n  m a tu red  th ro u g h  e x p e r i e n c e  w hich  becomes 
wisdom sp e a k s  th ro u g h  th e  mouth o f  a  S o c r a t e s  a m id s t  th e  goods 
o f  a  m a r k e t - p la c e  th e  f o l lo w in g  w o r d s , ’How many
t h in g s  t h e r e  a r e  whioh I  do n o t  need,’* ’ " ( 885) "But s in c e  o u r
f a t e  i n  th e  f u t u r e  w o rld  w i l l  p resu m ab ly  depend  a  g r e a t  d e a l  on 
how we have f i l l e d  o u r  p o s t  i n  t h i s , I  co n c lu d e  w i th  th e  w ords
w hich V o l t a i r e  makes h i s  h o n e s t  Candide s a y , • L e t  u s  make o u r  { \
/
f o r t u n e ,g o  i n t o  th e  g a rd e n  and do ou r  w ork ’ " |3 9 0 )
7 4 .
The C r i t i q u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l  I e a s o n .
The C r i t i q u e  o f  P u re  R easo n  l ia s  s e t t l e d  once and
f o r  a l l  th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  human R easo n  i n  so  f a r  a s  i t  i s  
con ce rn ed  w i th  t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge,, V,e h a re  “been  shown 
t h a t  t h e o r e t i c a l  1 'eason  i s  r e s t r i c t e d  to  a  w o r ld  o f  mere 
a pp ea rance# T h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l  R easo n  w i l l  have  to  
a s k  w hethei the  seme r e s t r i c t i o n  h o ld s  f o r  p r a c t i c a l  R eason  
o r  w h e th e r  man a s  a  b e in g  p o s s e s s e d  o f  p r a c t i c a l  R easo n  can 
r e a c h  o u t  beyond th e  w o r ld  o f  s e n s e .
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in  w hich K ant d e a ls^ p ro b le m s  w hich a c t u a l l y  f i n d  t h e i r  s o l u t i o n  
in  the C r i t i q u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l  R e a s o n . I  am t h in k i n g  h e re  o f 
K a n t 's  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  the  prob lem  o f  n a t u r a l  c a u s a l i t y  and 
freed o m .an d  o f  th e  q u e s t i o n  o f  t h d i r  c o m p a t i b i l i t y .  I n  exam in-
V e f o r e  e n t e r i n g  upon an  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  the
v—- \  /
n o t  even  a t t e m p t  to  g iv e ,  an R ecount o f  many o f  th e  p rob lem s
I  M-wuvO-
th e  second  C r i  t i - ;u e  i t s e l f  . t h o s e  p a s s a g e s  i n  the  f i r s t  C r i t i q u e
■ ‘^n 'ivv/k
in?- : :& n tTs  d o c t r i n e  o f  t h e  A n t i n o m i e s  we d i d  n o t  t a l e  a n y
a c c o u n t  o f  th e  t h i r d  A ntinoray, th e  Antinomy he  tween c a u s a l i t y
and f ree d o m . • e s h a l l  now examine the  p a s s a g e s  i n  w h ich  --an t 
d e a l s  w i th  i t .  (« • .  E 555-593)
l a n t  d i v i d e s  th e  c o s m o lo g ic a l  I d e a s  -( th e- A n tino -a i e e ) 
i n t o  two c l a s s e s ; ( a ) r a a th e ra a t ic a l  I d e a s  and (b) d y n a m ica l  I d e a s .  
The forme:- a re  c o n c e rn e d  v i t n  n o th in g  b u t  th e  m agn itude  o f 
the  w orld  and th e  o b j e c t s  w hich  i t  con t a i n s  cw hcther—th ey  
d e te rm in e  t h i s m agn itude a s  f i n i t e--w ith  reg&g^=to —sp&e&  and 
t-i-np ( r-hps-is o f  r.hf-- f  i r - 1 An f.i n n n y ) or  s- -4-nf  i n i -te -  wi t h - r e g a r d  
to  - s p a c e -?  n d t  i ae—( A n t i th e s i s  o f  t h e -f i r s t  An t i n emy-}^ -or— whe tn e t  
i t  i s  a s s e r t e d  t h a t  every nnmparl t,a . f lu ta-^Jira -e a a s - i a t s  of  
s im p le  p a r t s  ( T ri a s i s  o f  t e e s e c ond An ta 
i r .f 'in i  r.f-ly r- i v  i i n  1 p and—t h a t  - t r ie r  a - f a  no,-i
abov e(  ; t h a t  e v e ry  c o s m o lo g ic a l  I d e a  i s  conce rned
w i th  the  c o n d i t i o n s  o f a g iv e n  o b j e c t .  Ir. th e  c ase  o f  th e
V  */ J- J- •:
f i r s t  and second  A n tin o m ie s , th e  u n c o n d i t io n e d  and -i t s  oond.it 
io n s - b o th  b e lo n g  to  th e  w o rld  o f  s e n se  and a re  homogeneous, 
and th e  s e r i e s  i s  c a l l e d  a m a th e m a tic a l  s e r i e s . :  ow i t  ha .  been  
shown t h a t  th e  s e r i e s  o f  c o n d i t i o n s  d o es  n o t  e x i s t  in d e p e n d e n t ­
ly  o f  th e  r e g r e s s i v e  s y n t h e s i s (se e  above ) I t  i s  no
ajll. /-’ -■rfh; . hJ i CJBui.*. UJs fa t, /
v /onder, th e n ,  t h a t
- r-c-J  f t ;  -• - >- i* l - c A !•-'<? f  -  A  ■ r .£ AxV fl'C-f- \ J  5 <i
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Ztfr-Jz -■ ^e ./^  A.<y- /W  AiUy flft ft,/. cAcA c/ ?Av
■ t h a t  th e -^ d  S h o  ' 1 *--<• i  r. An n n n n n r t i t . in n p .- i  o f  th y; S flr  i
V -  '  V SU-e t^ Ue-r ft-e-J /$. UJuJr^
.7 o r - t h e—a a tn e a a -t -i -ea l - 1 4 e a e- a o a e r t
- __   i e s
( X & ' i J .  t i  - . ' j  r * y ' " * c  i> . * d  * 3  , f c r  ;  / V * / ,
wh ic h  i o ye t  .i r: .suaca  and t i me, a n d - t a l a - a s .o a w t r on In v o lv e s  
ffeeJ- Z-.f :■£< ■ i ^ -A - iC i 'J '  ■-■■i.-ji '-aA U -a. J-’W  iv'6l*r/ _
a— a d  i n r . i i r :  i n  t.*- r->na .  Vhft d y n a .n  i  p q  1 1  dg a a ...  (we.- a r t -  h g -r e  
• . • n h iA  •? a ' t  t v ' , / L c  d-' -f-. - f . • t ~ T (  - t/V^  h i  >.*. /C c ^ - e
con ce rn ed  o n ly  w i th  the I d e a s  o f freedom  and c a u s a l i t y ) e r e
a t  l e a s t  more r e a s o n a b l e  i n  w h a t th e y  c l a im .  F o r  t h e y  p l a c e  
th e  u n c o n d i t io n e d  beyond, th e  s e r i e s  o f  homogeneous s e n s i b l e  
c o n d i t i o n s .  Is©? u n d e r s t a n d  bv th e  u n c o n d i t io n e d  so m e th in g  
t h a t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  i n  k in d  from  th e  c o n d i t i o n e d * a  s u p e r ­
s e n s i b l e  f o r c e  w h ich  h a s  n o th in g  i n  common w i t h  th e  c o n d i t i o n ­
e d .  Thus th e  demands o f  b o th  Feasors and  u n d e r s t a n d in g  a r e
Ir-iUjl/k
s a t i s f i e d r f o r i R a s o n  demands t h a t  t h e r e  sh o u ld  be  art u n c o n d i t ­
io n e d  and th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  demands t h a t  n o th in g  in  th e  w o rld
o f  se n se  s h o u ld  be u n co n d it io n ed rfen d -  s i n c e  a  dy n am ica l  I d e a
Ua cas
t h a t  th e  u n c o n d i t io n e d  b e lo n g s  to  a  sp h e re  w i t h  w hich  
th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  i s  n o t  c o n c e rn e d  i - t  do es  n o t  come i n t o  
c o n f l i c t  w i th  i t s  p r i n c i p l e s ,  "hence  in  th e  m a th e m a t ic a l  
c o n n e c t io n  o f  th e  s e r i e s  o f  a p p e a ra n c e s  no o t h e r  th a n  a  
s e n s i b l e  c o n d i t i o n  i s  a d m i s s i b l e # t h a t  i s  to s a y ,n o n e  t h a t  i s  
n o t  i t s e l f  a  p a r t  o f th e  s e r i e s .  On th e  o t h e r  hand i n  th e  
dy nam ica l  s e r i e s  o f  s e n s i b l e  c o n d i t i o n s  a  h e te ro g e n e o u s  
c o n d i t i o n  n o t  i t s d l f  a  p a r t  o f  th e  s e r i e s , b u t  p u r e l y  i n t e l l i g ­
i b l e  and a s  such  o u t s i d e  the  s e r i e s s cun be a l l o w e d . I n  t h i s  
way ■ easo n  o b t a i n s  s a t i s f a c t i o n  and th e  u n c o n d i t io n e d  i s  s e t  
p r i o r  to  a p p e a r a n c e s ,w h i l e  y e t  the  i n v a r i a b l y  c o n d i t io n e d  
c h a r a c t e r  o f  th e  a p p e a ra n c e s  i s  n o t  o b s c u re d ,n o r  t h e i r  
a e r i e s  c u t  s h o r t , i n  v i o l a t i o n  of th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r ­
s t a n d in g " .  (B 558-559)/ivan t d i s t i n g u i s h e s  b e tw een  two k in d s  o f  
o p p o s i t i o n ; ( a ) a n a l y t i c a l  o p p o s i t i o n  and ( b ) d i a l e o t i c a l  
o p p o s i t i o n . ( I  030 e t  s e ^ . ) 0 f  two a n a l y t i c a l l y  opposed p r o p o s i t ­
io n s  one m ust be t r u e  and th e  o th e r  f a l s e . T h i s  does n o t  h o ld  
f o r  d i a l e c t i c a l  o p p o s i t i o n .  Two p r o p o s i t i o n s  may be opposed 
t o  one a n o t h e r sand y e t  b o th  be e i t h e r  t r u e  o r  f a l s e .  The two 
p r o p o s i t i o n s  -  t h a t  the>^ w o rlu  i s  f i n i t e  i n  m agnitude  and t h a t  
the w o rld  i s  i n f i n i t e  in  m agn itude  - c o n t r a d i c t  one a n o th e r .
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•but th e y  a re  d i & l e c t i c a l l y  and n o t  a n a l y t i c a l l y  o p p o se d .F o r  
h a t h  a re  f a l s e ; t h e  w o r ld  i s  n e i t h e r  f i n i t e  n o r  i n f i n i t e , s in c e  
i t  i s  n o t  a  t f e l a g - i n  1 t o c -fcf, th e  m ag n itu d e  o f w hich  we c o u ld
d e te r m in e .
The d y n a m ic a l  eo n c c ^ t -s  o f  y .earo n  p o s s e s s  t h i s  p e c u l i a r ­
i t y ,  t h a t  th e y  a re  n o t  c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  an o b j e c t  c o n s id e r e d  a s
a  m ag n itu de  b u t  o n ly  w i th  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  an o b j e c t . They 
fc*, n.^yvv/vids. WMuttex Ov&y
a b s t r a c t  f ro m ^ th e  d y n a m ica l  r e l a t i o n  o f  th e  c o n d i t i o n  to  the
c o n d i t i o n e d . ( B  563-564) A d y n a m ica l  I d e a , a s  we have s e e n , i s
th e  Id e a  o f  an  u [ c o n d i t io n e d  w hich  d o es  n o t  b e lo n g  to  the
s e i e s  o f  s e n s i b l e  c o n d i t i o n s .  I f  a p p e a ra n c e s  w ere  t h in g s  i n
t h e m s e l v e s , t h a t  i s  to  s a y , i f ^ s p a c e  and tim e i^t w hich  appearances
e x i s t  w ere  form s o f  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h in g s  i n  t h e m s e lv e s , t h e r e
w ould  n o t  be a-, u n c o n d i t io n e d  beyond th e  w o rld  o f  s e n s e . I n  th a t
c a s e , t h e  d y n a m ic a l  I d e a s  would be b a sed  upon an e r ro n e o u s  p r i n c ­
es ax
i p l e  sand s in c e ,  a m a th e m a t ic a l  I d e a  i n v o lv e s  a  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t i o n ,
K
n a m e ly , th e  i d e a  o f  an  u n c o n d i t io n e d  b e lo n g in g  to  th e  w orld o f  
s e n s e ,  no I d e a s  of B eacon  would be p o s s i b l e  a t  a l l .  B ut accord ­
in g  to  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i lo s o p h y  th e  w orld i s  
n o t  a  th in g  in  i t s e l f  ,« -i»ee "The form s ox i n t u i t i o n  and th e
0-'l£-
c a t e g o r i e s ( f o r  i n s t a n c e , t h e  c a t e g o r y  o f c au se  ana  e f f e c t )  -he ld  
o n l y  f o r^ a  w o r ld  o x ^ a p p e a ra n c e s . T h e re fo re  th e  -itteet o f  som eth ing  
t h a t  i-s in d e p e n d e n t  o f  th e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  our s e n s i b l e  w orld i s  
a t  l e a s t  n o t  im p o s s ib l e .  Hence the  two p r o p o s i t i o n s  ( A ) t h a t  
t h e r e  must e x i s t  a c a u s a l i t y  th ro u g h  freedom  and (b ) th a t  there  
i s  no freedom^.may b o th  be t r u e  a l th o u g h  i n  d i f f e r e n t  r e l a t i o n s ^  
(T h e s is  and A n t i t h e s i s  o f  th e  t h i r d  Antinom y^). The f i r s t  may 
be t r u e  in  r e l a t i o n  to  a w o r ld  beyond our w orld o f  s e n s e ,th e  
second in  r e l a t i o n  to  ou r  w o r ld , t h e  w o rld  o f  n a tu re .
I t  i r .  o b v i o u s  t h a t  K a n t  d o e s  n o t  t f e M  t h a t  h e  h a s
"tt/iAMf
new p ro v e d  the- e x i s t e n c e  o f  p r a c t i c a l  f r e e d o m .I n  f a c t , t h e
I S  u s f -  t O v i U - \ t * & e '  I » M  — < < - g  ~ £ i
C r i t i q u e  o f  P u re  Keaspn^/can^do- no more th a n  show t h a t  th e  I d e a
— ‘ ........  K , 'JuQj>
o f  a  c a u s a l i t y  th ro u g h  freedom  d o es  n o t  c o n f l i c t
w i t h  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  n a t u r a l  c a u s a l i t y . l t  can show t i l l s , to e a t te e -
rV-..? ( j .  1*1*. I ' l l  vv..
pr-i
^ - e s t a b l i s h e d  th e  f a c t  t h a t  o u r  w o rld  
i s  a  w o r ld  o f  m ere a p p e a ra n c e s ,a n d  t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  o n ly  p o s s i b l e  
b u t  even  n e c e s s a r y  to  assume th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  v /o rld  o f  t h i n g s  
in  th e m s e lv e s . /T h e  c a u s a l  law i s  v a l i d  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  a l l  o b j e c t s  
o f  e x p e r i e n c e , w h e th e r  n a t u r a l  e v e n t s  o r  human a c t i o n s .  T h ere  can 
be  n o th in g  i n  t h i s  w o r ld  w hich  i s  n o t  w h o l ly  d e p e n d e n t  on an 
a n te c e n d e n t  d e te r m in in g  g ro u n d .  T h is  a p p l i e s  to  human a c t i o n s  
j u s t  a s  much a s  to  n a t u r a l  e v e n t s ; a n d  i t  i s  q u i t e  c e r t a i n  th a t  
i f  t i m e , i n  w h ich  a c t i o n s  o c c u r ,w e re  a  t h in g  i n  i t s e l f , i f  At 
d e te rm in e d  them a b s o l u t e l y , t h e n  a  f r e e  a c t i o n  Y/ould be im p o s s ib le * ,  
f o r  i n  t h a t  c ase  e v e ry  a c t i o n  would be d e te rm in e d  by  a l l  th e  
a c t i o n s  w hich  p re c e d e d  i t . E v e n  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  freedom  c o u ld  
n o t  be a d m i t te d  i f  sp ace  and tim e were p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h in g s  i n  
th e m se lv e s  and n o t  fo rm s o f  mere a p p e a r a n c e s , f o r  i f  space  and 
tim e d e te rm in e d  e v e r y  p o s s i b l e  o b j e c t , t h e n  e v e ry  p o s s i b l e  c o n d i t i o n  
o f  an a c t i o n  would have to  b e lo n g  to  th e  w orld o f  Bpace and t im e ,
rup**~ t-J&v c&_
and th e  lav. o f  n a t u r a l  c a u s a l i t y  would be an a b s o l u te  law  -and no 
o b j e c t  would be exem pted 4h ‘om I t  .E v e ry  p o s s i b l e  c o n d i t i o n  would 
be c o n d i t io n e d  by th e  c a u s a l  l a w , t h a t  i s  to  s a y ,b y  o th e r  c o n d i t ­
io n s  w hich  p re c e d e d  i t  i n  t im e ,a n d  th e  I d e a  o f  an a b s o lu te  
b e g in n in g ,a  b e g in n in g  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  th e  law s o f  n a tu r e ,w o u ld  
im p ly  & s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  B u t s in c e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i lo s o p h y  
i s  a b le  to  show t h a t  th e  c a t e g o r i e s  and p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r -
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s t a n d in g  a re  v a l i d  n o t  a b s o l u t e l y  b u t  o n ly  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  
a l s o
a p p e a ra n c e s j& u u ^ th a t  th e  lav. oi' c a u s a l i t y  i s  one o f  th e s e  
p r i n c i p l e s  ox th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g * i t  fo l lo v .e  t h a t  th e  c a u s a l  
lav/ do es  n o t  e x c lu d e  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  f ree d o m , i f  a b s o l u t e  
r e a l i t y  be  a sc  ihecl to  the, w o r ld  o f  a p p e a ra n c e s , f r e e d o m  can n o t
i? fi-b. ,V*«L
be u p h e Id ^ f w - - o t f ly ^ f - “we~«dnrirt t h a t  t h e r e  may be t h i n g s  i n  them -
5 s e l v e s  w h ich  a r e  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  our w o r ld  o f  s e n s e  and  th e  law s
t h a t  d e te rm in e  i t ^oan  we—a llo w  -oi’ th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  a u p e r -
3 s e n s i b l e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  f ree d o m . "The common b u t  f a l l a c i o u s
p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  o f  the  a b s o l u te  r e a l i t y  o f  a p p e a ra n c e s  h e re
m a n i f e s t s  i t s  i n j u r i o u s  i n f l u e n c e  to  th e  co n fo u n d in g  o f  R e a s o n .
Foi i f  a p p e a ra n c e s  a r e  t h i n g s  i n  th e m s e lv e s , f r e e d o m  c a n n o t  be
th e
jj u p h e ld  .M ature  w i l l  t h e i r  be com ple te  and s u f f i c i e n t  d e te rm in in g
v
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c a u se  o f  e v e ry  e v e n t .  The c o n d i t i o n  o f  th e  e v e n t  w i l l  be such 
an c m  be found  o r i y  i n  th e  s e r i e s  o f  a p p e a r a n c e s ;b o th  i t  and 
i t s  e f f e c t  w i l l  be n e c e s s a r y  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  th e  lav/ o f 
n a t u r e . I f , o n  the  o t h e r  h a n d ,a p p e a ra n c e s  a i t  ta £ e n  f o r  no more
th a n  th e y  a c t u a l l y  a r e ; i f  th e y  a rc  v iew ed  n o t  a s  th in g s  i n  
th e m se lv e s  b u t  m e re ly  a s  4 de-ees , c o n n e c te d  a c c o rd in g  to  e m p i r i c a l
l a w s , t h e y  m ust th e m se lv e s  have  g rounds w hich  a re  n o t  a p p e a r ­
a n c e s .  The e f f e c t s  o f  su ch  m. i n t e l l i g i b l e  cau se  a p p e a r ,u n u  
a c c o r d in g ly  can  be d e te rm in e d  th ro u g h  o t h e r  a p p e a r a n c e s ,b u t  i t s  
c a u s a l i t y  i s  n o t  b o  d e te rm in e d .  Thus th e  e f f e c t  may be r e g a r d e d  
a s  f r e e  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  i t s  i n t e l l i g i b l e  cause  and a t  th e  seme 
tim e in  r e s p e c t  o f  a p p e a ra n c e s  a s  r e s u l t i n g  from  them a c c o rd ­
in g  to  th e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  n a t u r e .  T h is  d i s t i n c t i o n , w h e n  s t a t e d  
in  t h i s  q u i t e  g e n e r a l  and a b s t r a c t  m a n n e r , i s  bound to  a p p e a r  
e x tre m e ly  s u b t l e  and o b s c u r e ,b u t  w i l l  become c l e a r  i n  th e  
co u rse  o f  i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n .  I y  p u rp o se  h a s  o n ly  been  to  p o i n t
8 0 .
o u t  t h a t  s in c e  th e  th o ro u g h g o in g  c o n n e c t io n  o f  a i l  a p p e a r ­
a n c e s  i n  a  c o n te x t  o f  n a tu r e  i s  an i n e x o r a b l e  l a w , th e  
i n e v i t a b l e  c o n seq u e n ce  o f  o b s t i n a t e l y  i n s i s t i n g  upon the  
r e a l i t y  o f  a p p e a ra n c e s  i s  t o  d e s t r o y  a l l  -freedom, Those 
who th u s  fo l lo w  th e  common v iew  have  n e v e r  been a b le  to  
r e c o n c i l e  n a t u r e  and freedorrl‘f?)(B 564-56 5 )  /vVe h ave  h e r e  one 
o f  th e  many p a n n a g e s  i n  w h ich  K an t seems to  sa y  t h i n g s  which 
a re  in c o m p a t ib le  w i th  th e  fu n d a m e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  h i s  own 
p h i lo s o p h y . I n  th e  f i r s t  p l a c e , t h e  v e r y  te rm  ’ i n t e l i i g * &  
c a u s e ’ seems to  in v o lv e  a  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  F u r t h e r , K an t 
a rg u e s  t h a t  s i n c e  a p p e a ra n c e s  a r e  n o t  t h in g s  i n  th e m se lv e s  
th e y  m ust dc p c n d c on g ro u n d s  w hich  a re  n o t  th e m se lv e s  a p p e a r ­
a n c e s .  B u t d o e s  t h i s  a rgum en t n o t  f l a t l y  c o n t r a d i c t  h i s  
d o c t r i n e  t h a t  c a u s a l i t y  i s  a  c a te g o r y  and h a s  t h e r e f o r e  no 
m eaning e x c e p t  in  r e l a t i o n  to  mere a p p e a ra n c e s ?  The c a te g o r y  
o f cau se  and e f f e c t  i ; . ( i n  K a n t ’ s v iew  a  r u l e  o n ly  p u rp o se  
o f w hich i s  to  d e te rm in e  i n t u i t i o n s  a s  th e y  a re  g iv e n  i n  t im e .  
’S h a t , t h e n , a r e  we to  u n d e r s t a n d  by an  i n t e l l i g i b l e  c a u s e , t h a t  i s  
to  s a y , a  cause  w h ich  i s  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  ou r  w o rld  o f  a p p e a r ­
a n ce s  and y e t  e x e r c i s e s  some m y s te r io u s  i n f lu e n c e  upon i t ?  What 
doea  K ant mean when he say s  t h a t  th e  e f f e c t s  o f  such  an 
i n t e l l i g i b l e  c au se  a p p e a r  and can be d e te rm in e d  th ro u g h  o t h e r  
a p p e a r a n c e s ,b u t  t h a t  th e  i n t e l l i g i b l e  cause  t o g e t h e r  w i th  i t s  
c a u s a l i t y  i s  o u t s i d e  o f  th e  s e r i e s  and t h a t  th e  e f f e c t  may t h e r e ­
f o r e  be r e g a rd e d  a s  f r e e  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  i t s  i n t e l l i g i b l e  cau se?
The r e a d e r  who f i n d s  h im s e l f  p u z z le d  by such  a  s t r a n g e  ana  
o b v io u s ly  i n c o n s i s t e n t  argum ent may d e r iv e  sone c o n s o l a t io n  
from th e  f a c t  t h a t  K ant h im s e l f  s a y s  t h a t  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  
between th e  two c a u s a l i t i e s ^  a s  long  a s  i t  i s  s t a t e d  i n  a  
g e n e r a l  and a b s t r a c t  manner i s  bound to  a p p e a r  e x tre m e ly  s u b t l e
81.
and o b s c u r e ,b u b  t h a t  i t  w i l l  become c l e a r  i n  th e  c o u rs e  o f  
i t s  a p p l i c a t io n . jC a n t  e x p l a i n s  h i s  g e n e r a l  i d e a  i n  a  p a s sa g e  
w hich  f o l lo w s  the  s e n t e n c e s  we have  j u s t  q u o t e d .U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,
i a  ev en  more o b s c u re  th a n  
much i n  i t  t h a t  we do n o t  
u n d e r s t a n d  n.id t h a t  we can  se e  no r e a s o n  f o r  b e l i e v i n g .  We
cv-j T^ .d--
3rem*n,for i n s t a n c e , t h a t  o u r^  r e a s o n  a s  a  p u r e l y  i n t e l l i g i b l e  
f a c u l t y  i s  n o t  s u b j e c t  t o  th e  form  o f  t im e ,n o r  c o n s e q u e n t ly  
to  th e  c o n d i t i o n  o f  s u c c e s s io n  in  tim e (B 5 7 9 ) , and  t h a t  i n  
r e s p e c t  o f  th e  i n t e l l i g i b l e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  w h ich  th e  e m p i r i c a l  
c h a r a c t e r  i s  th e  schema t h e r e  can be no b e fo r e  and  a f t e r ( B  5 8 1 ) .  
At th e  same tim e we a re  t o l d  t h a t  i f  we had s u f f i c i e n t  know­
le d g e  o f  th e  e m p i r i c a l  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  human a c t i o n s  t h e r e  would 
n o t  be a  s i n g l e  a c t i o n  w h ich  we c o u ld  n o t  p r e d i c t  w i t h  c e r t a i n ­
ty  and  r e c o g n i s e  as- p ro c e e d in g  n e c e s s a r i l y  from  i t s  a n te c e d e n t  
c o n d i t i o n s .  The- w hole p a s sa g e  c o n s i s t s , i n  f a c t , o f  u n i n t e l l i g i b l e
re m a rk s .  I  t h i n k , h o w e v e r , t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  d i f f i c u l t  to  f i n d  the
h e re
r e a s o n  f o r  t h i s . I t  seems to. me t h a t  Cant h a s  d i s c u s s e d ,  a l l  
t h o s e q u e s t i o n s  w hich  i n  f a c t  c a n n o t  be a d e q u a te ly  d e a l t  w i th  
i n  a  C r i t i q u e  o f  Bure r .easp n  o n ly  b e c a u se  o f  h i s  e n th u s ia sm  
f o r  q u e s t io n s  o f  m ora l p h i lo s o p h y .  W hether t h e r e  i s  freedom  
and i f  so how i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  -  th e s e  a re  q u e s t io n s  f o r  th e  
C r i t i q u e  of  /Y a c t  Ic&l Be a g o n . K a n t’ s rem ark s  on p r a c t i c a l  f ieed om  
i n  th e  C r i t i que o f  Bure r e a so n a re  u n i n t e l l i g i b l e  b ecause  
th e y  a re  o f a  m e re ly  p r o v i s i o n a l  c h a r a c t e r *
We s h a l l  now t u r n  t o  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l— • ■ ■ | . ------  ------  ( .    T —
B eacon . I n  K a n t ’ s v iew  i t  iem not the  b u s i n e s s  o f  the  C r i t i q u e  
o f  P r a c t i c a l  r e a so n  to  a sk  w h e th e r  p r a c t i c a l  freedom  e x i s t s  
o r n o t .  The f i r s t  t h i n g  i t  h a s  to  do i s  t o  s t a t e  a  f a c t , n o t  
to  so lv e  a  p ro b lem . The f a c t  wh-l-eh  I t  4mm»— i s  t h a t  
t h e r e  e x i s t s  a  m ora l law . In  K a n t ’ s o p in io n  i t  i s  im p o s s ib le  
to  deny t h i s  f a c t .T h e  m o ra l  law i s  g iv e n  to  us^-i-fc-trerionge—
h o w e v e r» h is  s o - c a l l e d  e x p l a n a t i o n  .
h i s  more g e n e r a l  accouS it.  We
f
ihre n f e * o -» the  que a t ie r .  i  tn e  ^ r i ‘.i^u(: o f  - - T a c t i c a l
’ (S&3 0 C '&&%—to•-’c gs-c-c r a - i t s e l i  i s / a c t  w n e tn e r  th e  a o x a i  law
e x i s t s  ( f o r  i t  i s  g iT e s j  , 'c a t  how i t  c an  a f f e c t  h a a a a  a c t i o n s .
c a r ta la -* ^  ( &»?g *'Ve a ay  c e l l  t i e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  of 
t h i s  fnn dsaen t& l is® a  f a c t  o f  r e a s o n ,5 (C .?x-?-»14*j The
be a sk ed  •Fiat then i s  r e a l l y  p a re  m o r a l i t y ,  by wnica a s  a 
to u c h s to n e  ire n a a t  t e s t  t i e  moral s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  every 
a c t ! o n ,  th e n  I  m ust a d a i t  t h a t  i t  i s  o n ly  p h i lo s o p h e r s  
t h a t  can aake  t i e  d e c i s i o n  of  t o i s  q u e s t io n  d o u b t f u l j f o r  
to  cons on se n se  i t  das i e n  dec l i e d  long ago n o t  in d eed  
’ey i / c s t r - c :  g e n e r a l  f o r m i c a , s a t  by h a b i t u a l  use* l i k e  toe  
d i s t i n c t i o n  be tw een  toe  r i g h t  a r c  l e f t  h a n d * ■ {C.PrlF.* 304)
 fa.pt::J ^*jT fa -ej
^ow ■ eiB.ee / the a o r a l  la" is  giTen»aad aiftcr  i t  b e lo n g s to
t i e  very  n a tu re  of i a i s  law to determine
the w i l l  of r a t io n a l  b e in g s , i t  fo llow s boat the w i l l
which recogn ises  i t  i s  f ree*  T he  a c r a l  la*  whicn i t s e l f
does n o t  r e q u i r e  a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  p ro v e s  n o t  m e re ly  the
p o s s i b i l i t y  of freedom ,bat th a t  i t  r e a l l y  belongs to  beings
who recognise t h i s  law as b inding on tdenselwa**^ 2mt
a lthou gh  i t  i  a - ee r  ta in  th a t the m oral law and w ith  i t
n o ra l  freedom are given to u a , i t  remains to  be asked which oi
1 r
the Vi o is  f i r s t  s i r e n ,a n d  an exam ination o f  t h i s  q u es tio n  
shows a t  once th a t  we can become conscious of freed o a  
:n ly  smrougn our being conscious r f  the n o ra l  law* I t  
fo l lo w s  b u t  the f i r s t  th ing  giver, to us i s  c o n e d oneness
j u s t  m en tio ned  i s  u n d e n i a b l e • 4 {C.jPt *E .143 ; * 2 u t  i f  i t
o f  th e  m o ra l  la w ;a n d  th e  f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  law e x i s t s  and  t h a t  
we o u g h t  to  a c t  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  i t  makes u s  c o n s c io u s  t h a t  
we can  a c t  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  it® t h a t  i s » t h a t  we a,re f r e e .
The I d e a  o f  f reed o m  w h ic h 9a s  f a r  a s  t h e o r e t i c a l  R easo n  was 
co n ce rn e d  s=b em pty and d e v o id  o f  a l l  m ean ing  now r e c e i v e s  
r e a l  m ean ing . I t  may even  he  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e o r e t i c a l  R eason  
by i t s e l f  w ould  n e v e r  have  c o n c e iv e d  th e  I d e a  o f  f ree d o m ,an d  
t h a t  i t  i s  o n ly  b e c a u se  we a r e  m o ra l  b e in g s  t h a t  i t  o c c u r s  to  
u s  to  assume th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  f ree d o m ; f o r  th e  t h e o r e t i c a l  I d e a
l/l fS
o f  freedom  i s  o f  no v a lu e  to  t h e o r e t i c a l  R easo n  i n ^ t h e  s tu d y  
o f  n a tu r e  w h ich  i e —i- ts - ta sk ,  s i n c e  freedom  c a n n o t  b e lo n g  to  
n a tu r e  and th e  I d e a  o f  freedom  c a n n o t  t h e r e f o r e  be u sed  f o r  
th e  e x p la n a t i o n  o f  e v e n t s  i n  n a t u r e . " i ’h a t  t h i s  i s  th e  t r u e
s u b o r d i n a t i o n  o f  ou r  c o n c e p ts  arid t h a t  i t  i s  m o r a l i t y  th a t
To
f i r s t  d i s c o v e r s ^ u s  th e  n o t io n  o f  f re e d o m ,h e n c e  t h a t  i t  i s  
p r a c t i c a l  R eason  w h ic h ,w i th  t h i s  concept^ f i r s t  p ro p o s e s  to  
s p e c u l a t i v e  R eason  the  m ost - tm so lub le  p r o b le m ,th e re b y  p l a c i n g  
i t  i n  th e  g r e a t e s t  p e r p l e x i t y , i s  e v id e n t  from  th e  f o l lo w in g
S»icA -
e o n d i-e e ra t io n s -  S in c e  n o th in g  in  phenomena can  be e x p la in e d  by
th e  c o n c e p t  o f  f r e e d o m ,b u t  th e  nechanism  o f  n a tu r e  must 
c o n s t i t u t e
th e  o n ly  c lu e  jm oreover when p u re  R eason  t r i e s  to
a sce n d  i n  the  s e r i e s  o f  c a u s e s  to  th e  u n c o n d i t io n e d  i t  f a l l s
i n t o  an Antinomy w hich  i s  e n ta n g le d  in  i n c o m p r e h e n s i b i l i t i e s
on th e  one s i d e  a s  much a s  on th e  o t h e r , w h i l s t  th e  l a t t e r ,
(nam ely ,m echanism ) i s  a t  l e a s t  u s e f u l  i n  th e  e x p la n a t io n  of
p h e n o m e n a , th e re fo re  no one would e v e r  have  been  so sa sh  a s to
in t ro d u c e  freedom  i n t o  s c i e n c e ,h a d  n o t  th e  m o ra l  law and w i th
i t  p r a c t i c a l  R eason  come in  and f o r c e d  t h i s  n o t io n  upon
( C .P r  .R .  140-141)
f’o r  a s  lo n g  a s  one h a s  formed no d e f i n i t e  n o t i o n  o f  m o r a l i t y  
and freed o m ,o n e  c o u ld  n o t  c o n je c tu r e  on th e  one s id e  what was
3 4 ,
i n te n d e d  to  "be th e  noumenonf th e  b a s i s  o f  th e  a l l e g e d  phenomenon# 
and on the  o t h e r  s i d e  i t  seemed d o u b t f u l  w h e th e r  i t  was a t  a l l  
p o s s i b l e  to  fo rm  any n o t io n  o f  i t ( s e e in g  t h a t  one had  p r e v i o u s l y  
a s s ig n e d  a i l  the  n o t i o n  o f  th e  p u re  u n d e r s t a n d in g  i n  i t s  
t h e o r e t i c a l  u se  e x c l u s i v e l y  to  phenom en^T. ( C«Pr»R.  109)
In  v iew  o f  su ch  a  d o c t r i n e  we may be i n c l i n e d  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  
h a n t  h a s  f i r s t  o v e r C s im p l i f i e d  and th e n  u n n e c e s s a r i l y  c o m p l ic a te d
/■ ? " c? M r?
h a s  to  ■a n s w e r , jto r- a f-ta-n-having- de-te-r mi aad  t h a t  - th e  m o ra l  law 
and freedom  a re  g iv e n  to  us and t h a t  c o n s e q u e n t ly  we need  n o t  ".'■k 
conef i n  a u r s e l v e s—w l t h - t he q u e s t i o n  w h e th e r  th e y  e x i s t  o r  not* 
he  r a i s e s  a  q u e s t i o n  w h ich  seems to  be u n n e c e s s a r y ,  th e  q u e s t io n  
w hich o f  th e  two e x i s t s  f i r s t , o r  more c o r x e c t l y  o f  w hich o f  the  
two do we f i r s t  become c o n s c io u s ,  We must t h e r e f o r e  a sk  our­
s e l v e s  w h e th e r  t h i s  change i s  j u s t i f i e d , a n d  i n  a n sw e rin g  t h i s
/» * W
q u e s t io n  w= f i n d  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  one im p o r ta n t  -fae-fc o f  w nich we
have so f a r  ta k e n  no a c c o u n t , t h a t  i s , : : a n t ' s  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t
t h e o r e t i c a l  know ledge o f  p r a c t i c a l  freedom  i s  q u i t e  im p o s s ib le
o r , i n  o t h e r  w o r d s , t h a t  freedom  i s  a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t  and 
t h e o r e t i c a l l y
a3 such can n o t  be known^ty th e  human m ind , iCant h o ld s  th a t  
freedom  as a  p r a c t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  i s  c e r t a i n , b u t  th a t  the  same
${■ —»'i r,
freedom  i s  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  in c o m p r e h e n s ib le ,  Wc do n o t  r e a l l y
oov-d.
u n d e rs ta n d  w hat t h i s  m eans , n e ith e r  tfc-o -we know whether i t  has 
a n y th in g  to  do w i th  th e  q u e s t io n  we have r a i s e d .  There a re  
many p a s s a g e s  i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l  R eason in  w hich a& nt 
•x p la in s  h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  be tw een  t h e o r e t i c a l  and p r a c t ic a l  
R easo n ,b e  tween knowledge th ro u g h  th e o r e t ic a l  Reason «nd
knowledge th ro u g h  p r a c t i c a l  R e a so n ,  We s h a l l  p ick  o u t  one o f  
them in  o r d e r  to  have som eth ing  to  work o n ,b u t  i t  sh o u ld  be 
remembered th a t  i t  i s  o n ly  one 01 many p a s s a g e s  w hich would have
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s e rv e d  as  w e l l .  *c s h a l l  ed-ee-t  “th e  p a ssa g e ,  h e a d e d  "Of the
d e d u c t io n  o f the  fu n d a m e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  p u re  p r a c t i c a l
Ms. [•-■c.v
Henson" (C .FT.H . 156 e t  s e q . j . acd s h » k  b e g in  by g iv in g  a b r i e f
summary o f th e  a rgum ent s e t  f o r t s .  i n  i t .  I t  b a a  been proved in
th e  C ri t i q u e  o f  T-ure r e a s o n  t h a t  our t h e o r e t i c a l  know ledge o f
o b j e c t s  i s  l i a i t e d  to  o b j e c t s  o f  e x p e : i e n c e . b u t  a t  th e  same tim e
i t  h a s  b e en  shovm t h a t  th e  Id e a  o f  an  o i  .j e c t  ceyond th e  v o r I d
of e x p e r i e n c e  i s  p o s s ib l e » a n d  t h a t  i t  i s  ever, n e c e s s a r y  f o r  u s
to  fo r a  su ch  an Id e a . How p r a c t i c a l  R eason in  p r e se n t in g  u s w ith
the m o ra l  law as an u n d en iab le  f a c t  in tr o d u c e s  u s in to  a p u re ly
r a t i o n a l  w orldT / e r s ta n le d w c lt l .  Pure r e a so n  can and in d eed  m ust
r e p r e s e n t  to  i t s e l f  the  Id e a  o f  an o r ig in a l  n a tu re  (n a tu ra  a rch e-
t y p a j  w h ich  i t  c o n t r a s t s  w i th  our own w o r ld  o f  s e n s e *regard in g
th e  l a t t e r  as  a  mere in a g e  o f  th e  fo rm er  o r  a s  an  o b j e c t  m odelled
upon i t I na -tu ra  e c t y p a ) .  T h e o r e t i c a l  r e a s o n  h a s  l e f t  an empty
s o a c e r t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge i s  in c a p a b le  o f  determ in in g  an 
'  P y - J - tAi~l K x c ^ r t ,
o b j e c t  beyond th e  w o r ld  of s e n s i b l e  e x p e r ie n c e . S in c e  i t  i s  
capable  o f  th in k in g  a  d e te r m in a te  su p e r se n s ib le  law^prooT.iocl 
Heooem can f i l l  th e  p la c e  w hich  has b e en  l e f t  em pty. I t  must 
be n o t e d , how ever* t h a t  p r a c t i c a l  r e a s o n  c o n c e iv e s  the Id ea  o f  
a s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o r  i n t e l l i g i b l e  w o r ld ,which i s  supposed to  a c t  
upon the  s e n s ib le  w orld o n ly  i n  o r d e r  t h a t  the a c t io n s  o f  the  
r a t i o n a l  b ein g  s h o u ld  be determ ined  by i t  in  t h i s  w o r ld ,and 
n ot f o r  the  sake  of t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge. In  f a c t , p r a c t ic a l  
Eeason i s  in  no Tray i n t e r e s t e d  £6  i n  a c q u ir in g  such knowledge* 
and f r e e ly  c o n fe s s e s  t h a t  i t  i s  unable to  know how a  super­
s e n s ib le  p r i n c i p l e  can in f lu e n c e  an a c t io n  o c c u r r in g  in  the 
s e n s ib le  w or ld . Te can have no t h e o r e t ic a l  knowledge w hatsoever 
o f  the  c a u sa l r e la t io n  between the su p e r se n s ib le  and the  
s e n s ib le  w o rld s . *For i f  F.eason sought to  do t a l e , i t  would
have  to  show how th e  l o g i c a l  r e l a t i o n  o f  p r i n c i p l e  (g r u n d ) 
and co n sequ ence  (K o lge ) can  he u s e d  s y n t h e t i c a l l y  i n  a  d i f f e r e n t  
s o r t  o f  i n t u i t i o n  from  th e  s e n s i b l e ; t h a t  i s ,h o w  a  c a u s a  
noumenon i s  p o s s i b l e " .  (C. ? r  .R . 165)^ / ”The g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e  
u n d e r ly in g  K a n t ’ s a rgum en t i s  now c l e a r ,  he t e l l s  u s  a g a in  and 
•a g a in, t h a t  he  h a s  p ro v e d  i n  th e  Or i  t  i  que o f  Pu r  tji\v  a s on t h a t  
th e  I d e a  o f  an  i n t e l l i g i b l e  w o r ld  known by mere th o u g h t  i s  f r e e  
from c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  We c a n n o t  have  t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge o f  
such  a  w o r l d , a l -no o , b e c a u e  v/e a r e  u n a b le  to  d e te rm in e  an o b j e c t  
by mere t h o u g h t , t h a t  i s , b y  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  a lo n ey w e-^ e-quire-
l e i t h e r  can  we d e te rm in e  th e  c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n  be tw een  th e  
i n t e l l i g i b l e  w o rld  and o u r  w o rld  o f  s e n s e . -  Y e t  i n  th e  f i e l d  
o f  p r a c t i c a l  R easo n  th e  Id e a  o f  an i n t e l l i g i b l e  c a u s a l i t y  i s  
p o s s i b l e  and  even  n e c e s s a r y , f o r  s i n c e  th e  m o ra l  law i s  g iv e n  
to  ms we c a n n o t  b u t  assume t h a t  a s  m o ra l  b e in g s  we a r e  
d e te rm in e d  by a  p r i n c i p l e  w hich b e lo n g s  to  an i n t e l l i g i b l e  
w o r ld .  We can  see  now t h a t  K a n t ’ s c o n c e p t  o f  an i n t e l l i g i b l e  
c a u s a l i t y  w h ic h ,  v/hen we f i r s t  t r i e d  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  i t  i n  th e  
Cr i t i q u e o f  Pure  Re a so n , c o u ld  n o t  b u t  seem a b su rd  and i n  
c o n f l i c t  w i th  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  on w hich  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h i lo s o p h y  
i s  b a s e d j  r e c e i v e s  in  th e  C r i t i q u e  of P r a c t i c a l  Reaso n  a  
m eaning q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from  a n y th in g  t h a t  we co u ld  have 
e x p e c te d .  The Id e a  o f an i n t e l l i g i b l e  c a u s a l i t y  would in d eed  
c o n f l i c t  w i th  th e  fu n d am e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  h i s
own p h i lo s o p h y  i f  K ant b e l i e v e d  t h a t  we c o u ld  h&ve any t h e o r e t i c *  
a l  knowledge o f  i t , o r  even  i f  he b e l i e v e d  th a t^ R e a so n  was M M  
concerned  w i th  i t . T h i s , h o w e v e r , i s  p r e c i s e l y  w hat he d e n i e s ,
/t,io  An-v s /7  |>-w
*o r  -convinced a s--h e i ~c t h a t  i n t e l l i g i b l e  c a u s a l i t y  i s  r e a l  
p r a c t ic a b ly . t h a t  i e  to  s a y , t h a t  we a r e  f re e  to  determ ine our
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a c t i o n s  a c c o rd in g  to  th e  m o ra l  la w ,h e  >e—jt te t~-a^--cgrt-g£n t h a t  
we can  have  no t h e o r e t i c a l  know ledge oi‘ su ch  a  r e l a t i o n , t h a t  
th e  v e r y  c o n c e p t  o f  an i n t e l l i g i b l e  c a u s a l i t y  i s  im p e n e t r a b le  
th e  human m ind . The o n ly  k in d  o f  c a u s a l i t y  o f  w hich  we have 
any .knowledge i s  n a t u r a l  c a u s a l i t y ,w h i c h  i s  a  r u l e  Of th e  u n d e r ­
s t a n d in g  f o r  th e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  n a t u r a l  e v e n t s .  We can n o t  
u n d e rs ta n d  how t h e r e  can  be a  c a u s a l i t y  o f  an  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  
Jc ind inor do we need  to  u n d e r s t a n d  t h i s , f o r  i t  do es  n o t  c o n c e rn  
U3 a s  m o ra l a g e n t s  s i n c e  we c a n n o t  and need  n o t  h ave  any know- 
le d g e  o f  th e  law -In  a eetb r  d a n ch-we--‘-oujgh t «
One i s  e a s i l y  tem p ted  to  u n d e r e s t im a te  th e  im p o r ta n c e  
o f  what K an t s a y s  a b o u t  th e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  man a s  b e in g  b o th  
e m p i r i c a l  and i n t e l l i g i b l e , a b o u t  n a t u r a  e c t y p a  and n a t u r a  a r c h e -  
t y p a ,a b o u t  phenomena and noumena. I t  i s  -fe a l t y  K a n t ’ s te r m in o lo g y  
t h a t  p r e v e n t s  us from  t a k in g  i t  s e r i i u s l y  en o u g h . Eo d o u b t  th e  
term s w hich  he  u s  s  b e lo n g  to  th e  p e r i o d  i n  w hich he w r o t e ,b u t  
t h i s  m ust n o t  b l i n d  u s  to  the  f a c t  t h a t  th e y  r e p r e s e n t  a m o ra l  
t h e o r y  w i th  s p e c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  i t s  own. K a n t’ s m o ra l  
th e o ry  i s  a  p a r t  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i lo s o p h y ,a n d  a s  such  i t  must 
d i f f e r  from any m o ra l  t h e o r y  w h t th  do es  n o t  r e c o g n i s e  th e  
fu n d am e n ta l  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e s . l t  i s  b e ca u se  i t  i s  
b a se d  on th e s e  p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  .iiant’ s m o ra l  p h i lo s o p h y ,w h i le  
m a in t a in in g  t h a t  th e  m o ra l  law i s  u n d e n ia b ly  r e a l  and t h a t  i t
i s  an a b s o l u t e  law b in d in g  on a l l  r a t i o n a l  beingBf*BRl can a t
o f
th e  same tim e  d e c l a r e  t h a t  th e  f r e e d o i ^ t h e  w i l l  which fo llow s 
n e c e s s a r i l y  from  th e  m o ra l  law re m a in s  f o r  u s  an in so lu b le  
groblea^-tha t- we a r e - q u i t e  unable - to  ■■uwdcr  s tand—how i t  l a  pos s i b l e . 
Kant m ain ta in s t h a t  i f  we knew a l l  t h a t  wqs to  be known about 
th e  m o tiv e s  o f  a  human b e in g  we sh o u ld  be  a b le  to  p r e d i c t  h is  
a c t io n s  w i th  t h e  same c e r t a i n t y  a s  wa. can p r e d i c t  an  e c lip s e
oi' th e  sj6tm o r  m o o n ,b ecau se  e v e r y  human a c t i o n  i s  d e te rm in e d  
by n a t u r a l  g ro u n d s  and  i s  w h o l ly  d e p e n d e n t  on them* B u t he  
i s  none th e  l e s s  c o n v in c e d  t h a t  th e  human w i l l  i s  f r e e .  T h is
a r i s e s  w i t h i n  a  p n i i o a o p h i c & i  sy s te m  w h ich  r e s t s  upon th e  
c o n v ic t i o n  t h a t  a l l  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  w i t h o u t  e x c e p t io n  a r e  
s u b j e c t  t o  n e c e s s a r y  and u n a l t e r a b l e  law s and a t  th e  same 
tim e m a i n t a i n s  t h a t  t h e s e  law s a r e  v a l i d  o n ly  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  
a p p e a ra n c e s  and tire  n o t  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  t h i n g s  i n  t h e m s e lv e s .
T h a t i s  why K an t can b e l i e v e  t h a t  th e  m o ra l  law l e a d s  u s  from  
ou r  e m p i r i c a l  w o r ld  i n t o  a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  w o r ld .  We c an  a c t  
a c c o rd in g  to  a  law w hich  do es  n o t  b e lo n g  to  ou r  own w o rld ,  
s i n c e  i t  im poses upon us the  o b l i g a t i o n  to  make o u r s e lv e s  
in d e p e n d e n t  o f  th e  c a u s e s  by w hich  o u r  w o r l d , t h e  w o r ld  o f  n a t u r e ,  
i s  d e te r m in e d . B u t we c a n n o t  have  any knov/iedge o f  how such  
a  lav/ can  e x i s t « .All t h a t  we know i s  t h a t  m o ra l  freedom  i s  
n o t  im p o s s ib le jh o w  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  i s  beyond ou r  c o m p reh en s io n . 
Kant s e t s  f o r t h  h i s  v iew  o f  th e  f reedom  o f  th e  w i l l  i n  many 
p a s s a g e s  b o th  i n  th e  C r i t i que o f  'P rac t i c a l  lie a s  on and i n  th e  
Groundwork o f  t h e J f e t a p h y s i c  o f  M o ra ls .  3: s h a l l  s e l e c t  f o r  
q u o t a t i o n  one o r  two w hich  seem to  me to be o f  s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t .  
" I n s te a d ,h o w e v e r ,o f  th e  d e d u c t io n  o f  th e  supreme p r i n c i p l e  o f  
pure  p r a c t i c a l  r e a s o n , t h a t  i s , t h e  e x p la n a t i o n  o f  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  
o f  su ch  .knowledge a  p r i o r i , t h e  u tm o s t  we v/ere a b le  to  do was 
to s h o w , th a t  i f  we saw th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  th e  freedom  o f  an 
e f f i c i e n t  cause ,w e  sh o u ld  a l s o  wee n o t  m e re ly  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
b u t  even  th e  n e c e s s i t y  o f th e  m o ra l  law a s  th e  supreme 
p r a c t i c a l  law  o f  r a t i o n a l  b e i n g s , t o  whom we a t t r i b u t e  freedom
o f  c a u s a l i t y  o f  t h e i r  w i l l j b e c a u s e  b o th  c o n c e p ts  a r e ^ in s e p a r a b l y  
u n i t e d , t h a t  we m ig h t  d e f in e  p r a c t i c a l  freedom  a s  independence
seems to  be  p a r a d o x i c a l , b u t  i t a i s
so
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ox th e  ’w ili. on a n y th in g  h u t  th e  m o ru i  la w • B u t  we c a n n o t
p e r c e i v e  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  th e  f reedom  oi an  e i f i c i e n t  c a u s e ,
e s p e c i a l l y  in  th e  w o r ld  o f  sensesw e  a r e  f o r t u n a t e  i t  o n ly  we
c&fc be s u f f i c i e n t l y  a s s u r e d  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no p r o o f  o f  i t s
i m p o s s i b i l i t y  and  a r e  now, by th e  m o ra l  law w hich  p o s t u l a t e d
i t  co m p e lled  and  t h e r e f o r e  a u t h o r i s e d  to  assume i t # " ( C .P r .R #
223 , 227)
"For th e  q u e s t io n  a s  fco how a  Law can  be  d i r e c t l y  and  a t  
i t s e l f  a  d e te r m in in g  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  w i l l ( w h i c h  i s  the  
e s se n c e  o f  m o r a l i t y ^ t h a t  i s  f o r  human R e aso n  an  i n s o l u b l e  
p rob lem  arid i d e n t i c a l  w i th  th e  q u e s t i o n  how a  f r e e  w i l l  i s  
p o s s i b l e . " ( C . P r f R .  196) “h u t  R eason  would o v e r s t e p  a l l  i t s  
bounds i f  i t  u n d e r to o k  to  e x p l a i n  how p u re  R easo n  can  be  p r a c t i c ­
a l  s,which would be  e x a c t l y  th e  same p rob lem  a s  to  e x p l a i n  how 
f reedom  i s  p o s s i b l e .  F o r  we can e x p l a i n  n o th in g  b u t  t h a t  
v/hich we can r e d u c e  to  l a w s , t h e  o b j e c t  o f  w hich  can be  g iv e n  
in  some p o s s i b l e  e x p e r i e n c e .  B u t freedom  i s  a  mere I d e a , t h e  
o b j e c t i v e  r e a l i t y  o f  w h ich  can  i n  no w ise  be shown a c c o rd in g  
to  1ry/s o f  n a tu r e  and c o n s e q u e n t ly  n o t  i n  any  p o s s i b l e  
e x p e r i e n c e ; and f o r  t h i s  r e a s o n  i t  cun  n e v e r  be comprehended 
o r  u n d e r s to o d ,b e c a u s e  we c a n n o t  s u p p o r t  i t  by any  s o r t  o f  
example o r  a n a l o g y . " (Groundwork 94) And th u s  v /h ile  we do 
n o t  eompreh€;.nd th e  p r a c t i c a l  u n c o n d i t i o n a l  n e c e s s i t y  o f  th e  
m o ra l  im p e ra t iv e ,v /e  y e t  comprehend i t s  i n c o m p r e h e n s i b i l i t y ,  
and t h i s  i s  a l l  t h a t  car. be f a i r l y  demanded o f  a  p h i lo s o p h y  
w hicn  s t r i v e s  to  c a r r y  i t s  p r i n c i p l e s  up to  th e  v e r y  l i m i t s  
o f  juuaan r e a s o n . 11 (Groundwork 100)
The d i f f e r e n t  fo rm s v/hich l ia n t  g iv e s  t o  h is  
m o ra l  d o c t r i n e  p-'* r '1,3 t h s s r
c l i f f oven t1 "furbib become p e r f e c t l y  i n t e l l i g i b l e  and c o n s is t e n t
J -V '-A . 0 1 -v  l A  / n  V I  A -vO  rJLS - l-B -O J ld .
e.s soon a s  we ta k e  a c c o u n t  o f  the^  u n d e r ly in g  p r in c ip l^ . i& e  may
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t a k e  a s  an exam ple o f  t h i s  th e  common o b j e c t ! 6 n  to  K a n t ’ s
d o c t r i n e  t h a t  he  m akes m o r a l i t y  d e p e n d e n t  on m e re ly  fo rm a l
and u n i v e r s a l  r u l e  s . .B e fo re  d i s c u s s i n g  t h i s  I  m u st  a s k  th e
r e a d e r  to  remember t h a t  i n  t h i s  I n t r o d u c t i o n  I  am c o n c e rn e d
o n ly  w i t h  an  e x p o s i t i o n  o f  K a n t ’ s d o c t r i n e ^ a n d  t h a t  i t  i s
t h e r e f o r e  im p o s s ib le  f o r  me to  d i s c u s s  th e  q u e s t i o n  w h e th e r
th e  fu n d a m e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  h i s  p h i lo s o p h y  a re  t e n a b le  o r
n o t . i  t h i n k  1 o a n ,h o w e v e r , s a y  t h i s  m u c h ; t o * * - #  th e  d o c t r i n e
t h a t  th e  r u l e s  o f  m o r a l i t y  a r e  m e re ly  fo r m a l  and u n i v e r s a l
f o l lo w s  n e c e s s a r i l y  from  th e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  h i s
p h i lo s o p h y 9and c a n n o t  be  d i s p u t e d  by anyone who i s  p r e p a r e d  to
adm it  t h a t  K a n t7s  g e n e r a l  p o s i t i o n  i s  t e n a b l e .  F o r  i t  i s  e a sy
to  s e e  t h a t  s i n c e  K ant b e l i e v e s  t h a t  th e  m o ra l  law  i s  an
a b s o lu te  and u n i v e r s a l  law in d e p e n d e n t  o f  th e  w o r ld  o f  n a tu r e
he  m ust a l s o  h o ld  t h a t  m o ra l  r u l e s  a r e  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  th e
p r i n c i p l e  o f  n a t u r e .C a u s a l  law s a p p ly  to  n a t u r a l  e v e n t s .
C o n se q u e n tly ^ a  r u l e  w hich  r e f e r s  to  th e  m o ra l  law  m ust  be
in d e p e n d e n t  o f  t h e s e  lav/s . low  l e t  u s  assume t h a t  th o s e  r u l e s  
h> (.-*&.
w e re^ d ep e n d en t  on n a tp r & l  O b je c t s  o f  d e s i r e , a n d  we can a t  once 
se e  t h a t  i n  t h a t  c ase  e m p i r i c a l  o b j e c t s  would be the  ground  
o f  a c t i o n s , a n d  t h a t  th e  r e l a t i o n  be tw een  an ac tion* , and  i t s  
o b j e c t  would be an o r d i n a r y  c a u s a l  a r e l a t i o n i t h e  a c t i o n  th e n / 
would be s u b j e c t  to  th e  n a t u r a l  law  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and co u ld
t-vpKfite.
n o t  be f r e e  o r  i n  ag reem en t w i th  trie a io ra i  l a w , th e  v e ry  n a tu r e  
e f-vrh io h  i t  i s  to  p r e s c r i b e  to  u s  t h a t  we sh o u ld  make o u r ­
s e lv e s  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  lav/s w hich a r e  n e c e s s a r y  o n ly  i n  r e l a t i o n  
to  th e  w o r ld  o f  s e n s e ,a n d  t h a t  we s h o u ld  a c t  i n  a cco rd an ce  
w i th  a  s u p d r s e n s ib l e  law.v.e have  se en  t h a t  th e  m o ra l  lav. i s  
g iv e n  to  u s ,a n d  t h a t  i t  commands us to  d e te rm in e  ou r  a c t i o n s  
i n  a cco rd an ce  w i th  i t .  In  f a c e  o f  th e s e  f a c t s  K a n t’ s  p rob lem
i s |  i s  t .uere  a n y t h i n g  w h ich  can  b e lo n g  b o th  t o  th e  s u p e r ­
s e n s ib le ;  w o r ld  . . i d  to  u :  a c t i o n  o c c u r  in g  i n ' t h e  s e n s i b l e  
w o r ld ? I I is  s o l u t i o n  i a  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  ouch a  c h i n g 9/i>(;A«i%$fo4 
nam e iy , the  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  th e  w i l l  o f  th e  a g e n t  •J-iot th e  
e f f e c t  w h i c h  i s  p ro d u c e d  by  an a c t  io n , ( i t s .  m a t te  i), b u t  ‘the
I itui r -  cVuvi
d e te r m i n a t i o n  o f  thejrf w i l l ^ i t s  focm),to th e  n a t u r a l  w o r ld  
b ecause  th e  a c t i o n  taK es p l a c e  i n  i t , a n d  a l s o  t o  the 
i n t e l l i g i b l e  w o r ld  f o r  th e  w i l l  w hich p roduces-  th e  a c t i o n  
c o n s id e r s  i t s e l f  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  th e  w o r ld  o f  n a t u r e  and i t s  
l&wB.Now th e  m o ra l  a g e n t  d e te rm in e s  h i s  w i l l  i n d e p e n d e n t ly  
o f  the  e f f e c t s  w h ich  may be p ro d u ced  by h i s  a c t i o n  i n  -the 
w o r ld  o f  n a t u r e .  I t  f o l lo w s  t h a t  the  a g e n t  m ust r e p re s e n t  t o
lr*si "Q
h i m e e l r  t h a t  vtaxqh d e te r m in e s  h i3  v / i l i  a  a t  un lT 6*uftl  r a l e ;
A
f o r  " t h i s  w i l l  i s  in d e p e n d e n t  of e m p i r i c a l  o b jac ts» & n d  e m p i r i c a l
o b j e c t s , a c c o r d i n g  to  K a n t ,a r e  m ere p a r t i c u l a r s  g iv e n  to  u s
' by
by i n t u i t i o n , a n d  auoh a r e  n e v e r  w h o l ly  -determined.^ bu t
a re  a lw ays m e re ly  subsumed underj  th e  u n i v e r s a l  ru le®  o f  th e  
u n d e r s t a n d in g ;  W hether a  p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t  i s  d e s i r e d  by a  
p a  t i c u l a r  p e rs o n  depends on th e  p a r t i c u l a r  n a t u r e  o f  the
J \ y \  ‘j  y j i  •" t  -  0  h " s f t .
l -a -t b e r? a n d  a  man who a c t s  f r o m ^ d e s i r e  f o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t  
f i n d s  no d i f f i c u l t y  i n  th e  f a c t  t h a t  o t h e r  p e o p le  d e s i r e  
d i f f e r e n t  o b j e c t s .  I f ,h o w ev er ,t .ae  a g e n t  d e te rm in e s  h i s  w i l l  
a c c o rd in g  to  th e  m o ra l  lav^ he  -can no t do o th e rw is e  th a n  
" c o n s id e r  h im s e l f  in d e p e n d e n t  o f h&3 own i n d i v i d u a l  n a tu re *  
t h a t  1b t o  s a y ,h e  m ust assume t h a t  h i s  w i l l  i e  d e te rm in e d  by 
a  r u l e  whioh i s  u n i v e r s a l l y  v a l i d , a n d  w hich  m ust be r e c o g n i s e d  
'St's v a l i d  by e v e ry  o th e r  p e r s o n .  We e&n u n d e rs ta n d  now t h a t
th e  q u e s t io n  a s  to  how an a b s o l u te  and u n i v e r s a l  law can be
f u t
con ce ived  by a  b e in g  whioh  b e lo n g s  to  th e  w o rld  o f  Dense i s  
the  fu n d a m e n ta l  p rob lem  o f  th e  - C r i t i q u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l !-fefea#ion.
Iz) O
/ I n  o rd e r  to  u n d e r s t a n d  W ant’ s  s o l u t i o n  b e t t e r  th a n  we h ave  
s o  i'-T  b e e n  a b l e  t o  do v/e may c o n s u l t  two v e r y  im p o r ta n t  
p a s s a g e s .  The f i r s t  o f  t h e s e  i s  th e  c h a p t e r  h e ad e d  “01 th e  
c o n c e p t  o f  an  o b j e c t  o f  pu re  p r a c t i c a l  R e a s o n ” • h u n t  e x p l a i n s  
h e r e  t h a t  t h e  o n ly  o b je c ts  w h ich  p r a c t i c a l  R easo n  h a s  a r e  th e  
c o n c e p ts  o i th e  good and th e  e v i l .  The fu n d a m e n ta l  d i f f e r e n c e  
b e tw e e n  th o s e  o b j e c t s  and n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  w hich  we may d e s i r e  
i s  t h a t  i t  i s  a  lav; w hich  b r i n g s  th e  fo rm e r  i n t o  e x i s t e n c e .
The fu n d a m e n ta l  m is ta k e  w h ich  h a s  b een  made by m o ra l  p h i lo s o p h e r s
Uoe *1
i s  t h a t  they^ f i r s t  looked  f o r  an o b j e c t  o f  th e  w ilJ ,^w hich  th e y
c o u ld  make th e  m a t t e r  and p r i n c i p l e  o f  a  la w ,w h e re a s  &hey
o u gh t f i r s t  to  have  l i o k e d  f o r  a law  w hich  would have d e te rm in e d
uhe w i l l  a  p r i o r i t and o n ly  a f t e r w a r d s  f o r  an o b j e c t  o f  th e
w i l l * I n  th e  c a se  o f  th e  m o ra l  o b j e c t s  i t  i s  a  law  w hich  p ro d u c e s
th e  o b j e c t s j a n d  i t  i s  q u i t e  wrong to  assume t h a t  the  o b j e c t s
can
o f  th e  w i l l  e x i s t  f i r s t  end t h a t  the  m o ra l  law be d e r i v e d
from them . The law- i n - q u e s t i  on-itiusi . be a  m e r e ly - f o r m a l  lav ., 
t h a t  i s  to  s a y V i t  m ust be a  lav; w hich  d e te rm in e s  the^m ere form 
o f  th e  w i l l  and i s \ q u i t e  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  the  e m p y r e a l  o b j e c t s  
o i th e  vvi 11. ?- r u l e  of^ th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , a  c a te g o r y  o r  a  
p r i n c i p l e  (Tirundsatz ') m e re ly  com bines u m d n ifo ld  g iv e n  i n  
i n t u i t i o n , w h e r e a s  a  p r a c t i c a l  law  o^bduces i t s  own o b j e c t s . T h i s
> v  Si s  p o s s i b l e  b e c a u se  a  pr&c oicalXLav. i s  n o t  con ce rn ed  w i th  n a t u r a l  
c o n d i t i o n s , s i n c e  no q u e s t i a n a r i s t ^ s a s  to  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  
the  e x i s t e n c e  oi i t s  o b j e c t s  i n  n a tu re . - ,  A l l  t h a t  m a t t e r s  i a  
the  d e te r m in a t io n  ( > f t  he w i l l , a n d  t h i s  w i^ l  can d e te rm in e  i t s e l f  
arid p roduce  i tp /o w n  o b j e c t s .  C a te g o r ie s  o f  th a ^ u n d e rsb a n d in g  
tak en  by th em se lv e s  a re  raere f u n c t i o n s  w hich c a n 'h o  n o th in g  
b u t  cojaMne a  a a n i f o ld  o f  i n t u i t i o n s .  As such th e y  o u t s id e  
t h y  spher e - o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  r s>nd be lo n g  to  s e n s i i
J
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But we may a sk : How can a law produce i t s  own o b je c ts ?
T his fo l lo w s  from the d i f f e r e n c e  betw een  a  r u le  o f  th e  under­
s t a n d i n g s  c a te g o r y  or a  p r in c ip le (G r u n d s a tz ) , and a p r a c t ic a l  
la w . C a te g o r ie s  o f  the u n d erstan d in g  taken by th em se lv es are  
mere fu n c t io n s  w hich can do n o th in g  b u t combine a m an ifo ld  g iv e n  
in  in t u it io n ,a n d  th e r e fo r e  depend fo r  th e  e x is t e n c e  o f  th e ir  
o b je c t s  on som ething o u ts id e  t h e ir  own sp h ere ,n am ely ,on  
s e n s i b i l i t y .  A p r a c t ic a l  law ,on  the o th e r  h a n d ,is  q u ite  in d ep en d­
e n t o f  e m p ir ic a l o b j e c t s ,b e in g  concerned n o t w ith  th e  e x is t e n c e  
o f i t s  o b je c t s  in  n a tu r e ,b u t  w ith  the d e term in a tio n  o f  th e  mere 
form o f  th e  w i l l .  The w i l l  can determ ine i t s e l f  in  accordance  
w ith  a m erely  form al la w . T h e o r e t ic a l  S eason  i s  dependent on 
s e n s ib le  p a r t ic u la r s  f o r  the e x is t e n c e  o f  the o b je c t  which i t  
se ek s  to  know.
P r a c t i c a l  L e a s  on* on th e  o t h e r  h a n d ^ h a s  g iv e n  to  i t  a  u n i v e r s a l  
a  p r i o r i  l a w ,a n d  t h e r e f o r e  i t  d o e s  n o t  have  t o  lo o k  f o r  some­
th in g  o u t s i d e  i t s e l f .  -T h a t  i u  w hy  I t  can d e te rm in e  th e  w i l l  
d i r e c t l y  'by means o f  th e  u n i v e r s a l  a  p r i o r i  law  w h ich  b e lo n g s  
to  I. e a s  on i t s e l l j A "These c a t e g o r i e s  o f  f reed o m  -  f o r  so 
vA choose  to  c a l l  them i n  c o n t r a s t  to  th o s e  t h e o r e t i c  c a t e g o r i e s  
w h ich  a r e  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  p h y s i c a l  n a t u r e  -  have  an  o b v io u s  
a d v an tag e  o v e r  th e  l a t t e r , inasm uch  a., th e  l a t t e r  a re  o n ly  
form s o f  th o u g h t^ b y  means o f  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p ts  f o r  e v e ry  
p o s s i b l e  I n t u i t i o n ; t h e  fo rm er  on the. c o n t r a r y  r e f e r  to  th e  
vie t e r m in a t io n  o f  a  f r e e  e l e c t i v e  u i i l ( t o  w hich  in d e e d  no 
e x a c t l y  c o r re s p o n d in g  i n t u i t i o n  can be a s s ig n e d ^ b u t  w hich  h a s  
ay i t s  f o u n d a t io n  a p u re  p r a c t i c a l  a  p r i o r i  law v/hich i s  n o t  
th e  c ase  w i th  any  c o n c e p ts  b e lo n g in g  to  th e  t h e o r e t i c  u se  o f  
o u r  c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t i e s ) j h e n c e  i n s t e a d  o f  th e  form  o f  i n t u i t i o n  
(sp a ce  and t im e )w hich  does n o t  l i e  i n  R eason  frfce^trf- b u t  h a s  
to  be drawn from  a n o th e r  s o u r c e ,n a m e ly , th e  s e n s i b i l i t y , t h e s e  
b e in g  e le m e n ta r y  p r a c t i c e . !  c o n c e p ts  have  a s  t h e i r  f o u n d a t io n  
th e  form  o f  a  p u re  w i l l ,w hich  i s  g iv e n  i n  R eason  and t h e r e ­
f o r e  i n  th e  t h i n k i n g  i t s e l f .  From t h i s  i t  h ap pens  t h a t  a s  a l l
p r e c e p t s  o f  pu re  p r a c t i c a l  R eason  have  to  do w i th  th e  d c t e r m in-
n o t
a t  i o n  o f  th e  w 111 i  etVdwft'K rfjdfi w i th  th e  p h y s i c a l  c o n d i t i o n s  
( o f  p r a c t i c a l  a b i l i t y ) o f  th e  e x e c u t io n ^  o f  on e ' s  purpose^ 
the  p r a c t i c a l  a p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  supreme 
p r i n c i p l e  o f  f reedom  a re  a t  once c o g n i t io n s^  and have  n o t  to  
w a i t  f o r  i n t u i t i o n s  i n  o r d e r  to  a c q u i r e  s i g n i f i c a n c e j and t h a t  
f o r  t h i s  re m a rk a b le  r e a s o n ,b e c a u s e  th e y  th em se lv e s  p to d u ce  
the  r e a l i t y  o f  t h a t  to  w h ich  ta e y  r e f e r  ( th e  dw-W r;*Ae afr*on o f
the  w i l l ) w h io h  i s  n o t  th e  case  w i th  t h e o r e t i c a l  c o n c e p ts " .
( C .P r .R .  1 3 6 -1 8 7 .)
. i n i s  p a ssa g e  shows once more how c l o s e l y  h u n t ' s  a rgum ent i n  
th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l  R e ason i s  c o n n e c te d  w i t h  th e  g e n e r a l
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p ro b lem  o f  h i e  p h i lo s o p h y .  I n d e e d ^ t h i s  p a s s a g e , a l o n g  w i th  
many o th e r 's  w ould  re m a in  q u i t e  ui i n t e l l i g i b l e  i f  a u n t ' s  m o ra l  
p h i lo s o p h y  were t r e a t e d  a s  an  i s o l a t e d  m o ra l  t r e a t !  a and i i  no 
a c c o u n t  were t a k e n  o f  i t s  p l a c e  i n  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i lo s o p h y  
a s  a  w h o le .  In  o r d e r  to  u n d e r s t a n d  th e  p a s s a g e  w h ich  v/e have  
j u s t  q u o ted  and  to  se e  w ha t K a n t ' s  p ro b lem  is^vre n e ed  o n ly  
remember t h a t  one o f th e  fu n d a m e n ta l  d o c t r i n e s  s e t  f a-r t h —i n  oj 
th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  P u re  S e a so n  i s  th e  d o c t r i n e  t h a t  a l l  human know­
le d g e  d epend s  on p a r t i c u l a r s  g iv e n  i n  i n t u i t i o n  and on u n i v e r s a l
r u l e s  th e  f u n c t i o n  o f - w h ic h  i s  to  combine th e  p a r t i c u l a r s .
i x 'l  ' 1 •V« /a.lso\ knowj from  o u r  e x a m in a t io n  o f  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure , R easo n
t h a t  h u n t  h o l d s  t h a t  R easo n  a c c o rd in g  to  i t s  n a tu r e  m ust demand
t h a t  th e  p a r t i c u l a r s  sh o u ld  be c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  w h o l ly  determ ined
b y  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t s ,a n d  even  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r s ^ o w e  t h e i r  v e ry
e x i s t e n c e  to  u n i v e r s a l  concep ts .W e have  s e e n  t h a t  a s  a  consequence  
h a s  vWtrlA<»J2 i s
o f  t h i s  K ant t o  assume th a t^  R eason  yfsjfa co n ce rn e d  w i th  n o th in g
b u t  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  »_j e have  a l s o  s e e n  t h a t  i n  th e  t h e o r e t i c a l
f i e l d  R easo n  c a n n o t  a c h ie v e  i t s  p u rp o se  s i n c e  th e  c o n c e p ts  oi
th e  u n d e r s ta n d in g  do n o t  p o s s e s s  an  in d e p e n d e n t  e x i s t e n c e  b u t
m ust be r e f e r r e d  to  i n t u i t i o n s . C a t e g o r i e s  a s  such  a r e  mere
f u n c t i o n s , and can r e c e i v e  r e a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o n ly  by b e in g
s c h e m a t i s e d , t h a t  i s  to  s a y ,  by b e in g  r e l a t e d  to  i n t u i t i o n s . l t  m ust
be no td  d ,how ever ,J rha t a  s c h e m a tis e d  c a te g o r y  i s  a  c a te g o r y  w hich
i s  no lo n g e r  w i t h i n  th e  sp h e re  o f  p u re  th o u g h t .  I t  i s  n o t  a
p u r e ly  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e j s u c h  u n i v e r s a l i t y  a s  i t  posofeasea c o n s i s t s
i n  n o th in g  b u t  i t s  b e in g  a  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e  f o r  i n t u i t i o n s .  S in oe
the  u n i v e r s a l i t y  w h ich  the  c o n c e p ts  o f  R e a so n ( ld e a a )p o sse B #  and
the  u n i v e r s a l i t y  w hich  m ust be a t t r i b u t e d  to  s c h e m a tis e d  c a t e g o r i c
fere  n o t  o f  th e  same k in d ,R e a so n  c a n n o t  a c h ie v e  i t s  en d . I t  i s
unable  to  r e g a r d  th e ^ c o n e g p ts  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  a s  w h o lly
J
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d e te rm in e d  "by i c e  w n  oonoopfrft, be c au se  th e  fo rm e r  now "belong 
to  ft sp h e re  w i t h  w h ich  R easo n  hat. n o t h in g  w h a tso e v e r  to  do,nam ely
th e  s p h e r e  o f  s e n s i b i l i t y .
.\s r e g a r d s  p r a c t i c a l  I e e .so n , th e  c a se  i s  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t .
P e r  w hat i s  f i r s t  g iv e n  to u s  i s  th e  u n i v e r s a l  law o f  m o r a l i t y
w h i c h  commands t h a t  o u r  a c t i o n s  s h o u ld  he  d e te rm in e d  h y  i t  
fSJr
a lo n e ^ « o r . -# s in c e  a l l  ou r  tu i t io n s  t a k e  p l a c e  i n  th d  w o r ld  o f  
s e n s e  and c o n s e q u e n t ly  a r e  s u b j e c t  to  th e  c o n d i t i o n s  oi t h i s  
w o r l d , t h e  q u e s t i o n  a r i s e s  w h e th e r  t h e r e  i s  a n y th in g  i n  human 
a c t i o n s  w h ich  do es  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  b e lo n g  to  th e  sp h e re  o f  
n a tu r e ,  and  w h ich  m ig h t  be  q u i t e  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  i t . I t  a p p e a rs  
t h a t  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  th e  w i l l  m ig h t  p o s s e s s  the  r e q u i r e d  
p r o p e r t i e s , f o r  w h e reas  th e  b r i n g i n g  a b o u t  by ou r  a c t i o n s  oi 
a  d e s i r e d  e f f e c t  depends e n t i r e l y  on n a t u r a l  c o n d i t i o n s , t h e  
s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  th e  w i l l  o r  i t s  s u r r e n d e r  to  th e  m o ra l  
law i r r e s p e c t i v e  oi1 th e  co n seq u e n ce s  w h ich  may en sue  i s  
d e te r m in a t io n  by th e  u n i v e r s a l  m o ra l  lav/ a lo n e .  Such s e l f -  
d e te r m in a t io n  i s  th e  o n ly  t h in g  t h a t  m a t t e r s  i n  the  p r a c t i c a l  
f i e l d , f o r  th e  m o ra l  law do es  n o t  command t h a t  a  c e r t a i n  a c t i o n  
s h o u ld  ta k e  p la c e  i n  th e  w o rld  o f  s e n s e ,b u t  t h a t  an a c t i o n  
sh o u ld  be done by a  w i l l  w hich d e te rm in e s  i t s e l f  i n  accordance**^ 
i t s  commar-us. I t  i s  o n ly  the  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  th e  w i l l  t h a t  can 
be th o u g h t  to  be in d e p e n d e n t  o f n a t u r a l  c o n d i t i o n s , ! 'o r  i n  
d e te r m in in g  th e  w i l l  a lo n e  K eason need  n o t  go beyona th e  p u r e j y  
r a t i o n a l  s p h e r e .  I t  i s  th e  mere form  o f  the  a c t i o n  w hich i s  
d e te rm in e d  in  t h i s  w a y ,a  mere f u n c t i o n ; a n d  t h i s  r u n c t i o n  i s  
r e a l  b e c a u se  i n  th e  f i e l d  o f  p r a c t i c e  we a r e  n o t  con ce rn ed
Itto  know how an a c t i o n  i s  p o s s i b l e  b u t  how th e y - c a n  be d e t e r ­
mined by a- ■su p u.-n o n a ib le  . l a w .  A l l - t h a t  .inh e r e s t s —ue i s  t h a t
dti4e$H«4BtrtdroiT"Tjr-" •the'-vr •-'ecK«-id'er«d..c a p a b W -o f - -b r in g ­
in g  a b o u t  "-the m-or^l ao-ti-on. \ l i  p r a c t i c a l  K easo n  w ere i n t e r e s t -  
ed  -t o  iraoV a c t i o n s  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  i t  ..ould have to  l e a v e  i t s  
own s p h e re  o f  mere th o u g h t  and to  r e l y  on s e n s i b l e  i n t u i t i o n s ,  
f o r  e v e r y  a c t i o n  r e g a r d e d  a s  a  m ere e v e n t  in  n a tu r e  b e lo n g s ,  
l i k e  e v e r y  o t h e r  t h e o r e t i c a l  o b j e c t  to  th e  w o r ld  o f  s e n s e .  
tie e a n n o t  a c q u i r e  t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge o f  an  a c t i o n  in  any 
o t h e r  way th a n  b y  r e g a r d i n g  i t  a s  a  n a t u r a l  e v e n t ;a r id  a s  su ch  
i t  i s  s u b j e c t  to th e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  t im e .  How e v e r y  a c t i o n  t h a t  
t a k e s  p la c e  i n  tim e m ust be r e g a r d e d  a s  w h o l ly  d e p e n d e n t  on th e  
o c c u r r e n c e s  w h ich  a r e  the  c o n te n t  o f  th e  tim e p r e c e d in g  th e  
moment o f  th e  a c t i o n  i t - e l f .  B u t ^ t h i s  b e in g  s o , t h e  ag en t,w h o  
h a s  no c o n t r o l  o v e r  w hat he  h a s  done i n  th e  p a s t , c a n n o t  be 
r e g a r d e d  a s  f r e e .K v e r y  a c t i o n  i n  so  f a r  a s  i t  i s  a  mere 
o c c u r re n c e  i s  d e te rm in e d  by t i m e , s i n c e  i t  i s  n o th in g  b u t  an 
e v e n t  i n  m a n u r e . I t  h a s  b*;en p ro v ed  i n  the  C r i t i q u e  o f  P. r e  
R eason  t h a t  e v e r y  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t  i s  d e p en d e n t  on tim e a s  a 
form o f  i n t u i t i o n .  B u t  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure  K eason h a s  a l s o  
shown t h a t  tim e i s  n o t  a  c o n d i t i o n  o f  t h in g s  i n  them se lves  
b u t  o n ly  of a p p e a r a n c e s , t h a t  i s  to  s a y , o f  th e  o n ly  o b j e c t s
t h a t  t h e o r e t i c a l  ' e a so n  can know.Hence wecoan a l lo w  th a t
~ (k tx
R e a so n ,w h ic h  i s  n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  in^know ledge,m ay be
c a p a b le  o f  d e te rm in in g  a c t i o n s  q u i t e  in d e p e n d e n t ly  o i  the  
s e r i e s  o f  n a t u r a l  c o n d i t i o n s .  T h e o r e t i c a l  R eason  can n o t  deny 
th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a c t i o n s  b e in g  d e te rm in e d  in d e p e n d e n t ly  o f 
th e  c o n d i t i o n s  w h ich  p re c e d e  i t , t h a t  i s  to  s a y , i t  can n o t  
deny the  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  f r e e  a c t i o n s .  P r a c t i c a l  K eason a s s u r e s  
us o f  the  r e a l  e x i s t e n c e  o f  f r e e  a c t i o n s , f o r  i t  makes us 
c o n sc io u s  o f  the m o ra l  l a w ,a  law w hich  i s  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  th e  
s e n s i b l e  w o r ld  and.-ac c o r d i n g -to  w h ich , we u re  t o  du &e gmino - o a r
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U ' i U M  .‘h e  C r i t i q u e _ o & . . J ^ e a e o n  te a c h e s  u s  t h a t
v'c c m  c o n s id e r  one and th e  same a c t i o n  and one and tn e  same 
a g e n t  i r o n  two d i f f e r e n t  point.'-' o i  y:iew« We may r e g a r d  th e  
fo rm er  &b e n t i r e l y  d e p e n d e n t  on i t *  n a t u r a l  c o n d i t i o n s  and  th e  
l a t t e r  a s  e n t i r e l y  d e p e n d e n t  on h i s  own p r e v i o u s  a c t s  and  on 
h i s  e m p i r i c a l  c h a r a c t e r w h i c h  d e t e m i n e a  h i s  p r e s e n t  a c t  j u s t  
i s  I t  h a s  d e te rm in e d  h i s  p r e v i o u s  a c t s .  The a c t i o n  v iew ed  in  
t h i s  way i s  a  m ere e v e n t  i n  n a t u r e , a n d  th e  a g e n t  a  mere 
phenomenon. V»e may d e s c r i b e  th e  seco nd  p o i n t  oi' v iew  i n  a a n t ’ s 
w ords $ "B ut th e  v e r y  same s u b j e c t ,  "being on th e  o t h e r  hand 
c o n sc io u s  o f  h i m s e l f  a s  a  t h i n g  i n  h i m s e l f , c o n s id e r s  h i s  e x i s t ­
ence  a l s o  i n  so  f a r  a s  i t  i s  n o t  s u b j e c t  to  co n d i t i o n s ,
and r e g a r d s  h i m s e l f  a s  o n ly  d e te r m in a b le  by law s  w h ich  he  g i v e s  
h im s e l f  th ro u g h  B e a s o n ;a n d  in  t h i s  h i s t  e x i s t e n c e  n o th in g  i s  
a n te c e d e n t  to  the d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  h i s  w i l l ^ b u t  e v e ry  a c t io n ^  
miu i n  g e n e r a l  e v e r y  m o d i f i c a t i o n  ox h i s  e x i s t e n c e  v a r y in g  a c c o rd -•S
in g  to  h i s  i n t e r n a l  s e n se  even  th e  w hole s e r i e s  o i  h i s  e x i s t e n c e
a s  a  s e n s i b l e  b e i n g ^ i s  i n  th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  h i s  s u p e r s e n s i b l e
e x i s t e n c e  n o th in g  b u t  th e  r e s u l t ^  and  n e v e r  to  be re g a rd e d  as
th e  d e te r m in in g  p r i n c i p l e  o f  h i s  c a u s a l i t y  a s  a  noum enon.11
(d » h r .K . 2 h 3 .)
In  o r d e r  tc  u n d e r s t a n d  t h i s  we m ust remember
t h a t  i t  i s  K a n t ia n  d o c t r i n e  t h a t  o n ly  mere p a r t i c u l a r s  a r e  g iv e n  
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to  u s  in  t im e .  'Phee ti p a r t i c u l a r s  may be subsumed u-.dfcr the  
u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p ts  o f  the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,b u t  t h i s  uoes  n o t  ta k e  
away from them t h e i r  c h a r a c t e r  a s  p a r t i c u l a r s , b e c a u a s  th e  u n d e r ­
s ta n d in g  i s  u n a b le  to  d e te rm in e  them a b s o l u t e l y .  I  ow/ t h a t  1b 
p r e c i s e l y  w hat the  m ora l lav. h a s  to  d o ; and when we a s k  w hat can 
be d e te rm in e d  by an a b s o l u te  m o ra l  law i t  a p p e a rs  a t  once t h a t  
i t  m ust be some t h i n g  w hich  i s  i t s e l f  a  u n i v e r s a l  and i s  in d e p e n d ­
e n t  o f  i n t u i t i o n  and in  p a r t i c u l a r  o f  t im e .T h e  r u l e  which
J
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de te r ra in sa  th e  i l l  i s  suc& a  u n i v e r s a l  b e c a u s e  i t  i s  in d e p e n d ­
e n t  oi' t im e and th u s  oi' th e  whole sp h e re  o f  i n t u i t i o n . T h e  
p r a c t i c a l  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e  i s  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  th e  w o r ld  o f  s e n s e .  
U n lik e  a  t h e o r e t i c a l  r u l e  i t  h a s  n o th in g  to  do w i th  a  s y n t h e s i s  
o f  th e  m a n i fo ld  i n  t im e .  Thus p r a c t i c a l  K eason  can  a c h ie v e  w hat 
t h e o r e t i c a l  r e a s o n  a t t e m p te d  i n  v a i n .  I t  c an  d e te rm in e  an  o b j e c t  
by  means o f  a  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e  o r  a  mere f u n c t i o n  o f  K e a s o n .F o r ,  
a s  we have  s e e n , p i a c t i c a l  K eason  makes us c o n s c io u s  o f  th e  m o ra l  
la w ia n d  th u s  th e  w i l l  i s  p r o v id e d  w i t h  a  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e , a n d  i s  
e n a b le d  to  p ro d u ce  an o b j e c t  o f  p r a c t i c a l  R e a s o n ,
I t  w i l l  be e v i d e n t  t h a t  my i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e  
p a s sa g e  i n  w hich  K ant d i s c u s s e s  th e  p ro b lem  o f  th e  o b je c t s  o f  
p r & c t i i a l  K eason  i s  v e r y  f a r  from  c o m p le te ,a n d  t h a t  a  r e a l ly  
s a t i s f a c t o r y  e x p l a n a t i o n  would have  to  d i s c u s s  a  g r e a t  many 
q u e s t io n s  w h ich  I  have  n o t  even  r a i s e d . I  sh o u ld  t h e r e f o r e  l ik e  
to  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  a l l  t h a t  I  have t r i e d  to  do i s  to  show a g a in  
t h a t  th e  p rob lem  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  be tw een  u n i v e r s a l e  and p a r t ic u la r s  
i s  one o f  K a n t ’ s fu n d a m e n ta l  p rob lem s in  th e  C r i t i q u e  o fJ P r a c t io a l  
r _ t a s o n . l t  seems to  me n e c e ssa r y  to  em phasise  t h i s  p o i n t  because  
i t  h a s  been  o v e r lo o k e d  by many o f  K a n t 's  i n t e r p r e t e r s .
We may; now examine th e  second  o f  th e  two p a s s a g e s  
m en tio n ed  above ,* (p .92 ), The p a ssa g e  i s  headed"O f th e  T ypic  o f 
the  pu re  p r a c t i c a l  Ju d g m e n t" .!  sh o u ld  l i k e  to  sa y  a t  th e  o u t s e t  
t h a t  t h i s  p a s sa g e  seems to  me to  be o f  th e  u tm o s t  im p o rtan ce  
f o r  th e  u n d e r s ta n d in g  o f  th e  second  C r i t i q u e j a n d  a l s o  t h a t  i t  
i s  v e ry  d i f f i c u l t  to  u n d e rs ta n d  and t h a t  I  am by no means 
o o n f id e n t  t h a t  I  can s u c c e s s f u l l y  e x p l a i n  i t .
The p rob lem  w hich f a c e s  K ant may be s t a t e d  t h u s .
A l l  human a c t i o n s  oecu r  i n  th e  s e n s i b l e  w o tld jhow  th e n  can we 
judg e  an a c t io n  i n  such  a  way t h a t  we can t h in k  i t  to  be  i n
a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  a p r a c t i c a l  r u l e  w h ich  a s  a  s t r i c t l y  u n i v e r s a l  
r u le  i s  p u r e l y  a b s t r a c t  and h a s  n o t h in g  to  do w i th  the  
s e n s i b l e  w o r ld  i n  w h ich  th e  a c t i o n  o c c u r s ? I f  we a re  t o  be 
a b le  to  a p p ly  t h a t  w h ich  i s  c o n ta in e d  in  the  a b s t r a c t  r u l e  
t o  a  c o n c re te  c a s e  w h ich  comes u n d e r  i t , w e  m ust p o s s e s s  p r a c t i c a l  
Tud.2T.Hcnt. As we have s e e n  i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o i  u r e  Ke a s o n ,  if a n t  
h o l d s  Judgm ent t o  be  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  th e  mind w h ich  e n a b le s  
us t o  r e l a t e  p a r t i c u l a r s  to  u n i v e r s a l s  j i t  i s  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g *  
t h e r e f o r e , t o  f i n d  i n  th e  Cr i t i q ue o f  P r a c t i c a l  1 'eauon t h a t  i t  i s  
the  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent w hich  m e d ia te s  be tw een  th e  a b s t r a c t
K/ V. St x
r u l e  and th e  c o n c r e t e  .o a ts-e. As r e g a r d s  t h e o r e t i c a l  .judgment, 
th e  p rob lem  a s  to  how v :  can  r e l a t e  p a r t i c u l a r s  to  u n i v e r s a l  
r u l e s  o f  th e  u d e r s t a n d in g  h a s  b e e n  d i s c u s s e d  i n  th e  f i r s t  
C r i t i q u e , ch i e f l y  i n  - th e  ( se e  above
t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l  K eason  seems to  have  to  f a c e  & 
s t i l l  more d i f f i c u l t  p r o b le m ? f o r »a s  Cant s a y s , i t  seems a b s u rd  
t o  e x p e c t  t h a t  we s h o u l d  f i n d  i n  t h e  w o rld  o f  s e n s e ,w h ic h  i s
( ‘ V s .  S  < — W . -
de t 'e rm ined  by  th e  law s o f  na tu re ,-ar-e ttse  t o  w hich  we. c o u ld
a p p ly  th e  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  c a te g o r y  o f  th e  g o od . The c r i t i q u e  o f
Pure  r e a s o n  h a s  removed th e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  w h ich  faced t h e o r e t i c a l
Judgment} f o r  th e  e x a m in a t io n  o f  t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge made
i t  c l e a r  ( a ) t h a t  i n  o r d e r  to  be p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  an  o b j e c t  o f
t h e o r e t i c a l  ex p er ien c^w e  m ust r e l a t e  concexjts to  i n t u i t i o n s ,
and ( b ) t h a t  we can do t h i s  by s c h e m a t i s in g  th e  c o n c e p ts < o f  th e
u n d e r s t a n d i n g , t h a t  i s  to  s a y ,b y  t a k in g  them n o t  a s  mere a b s t r a c t
c o n c e p ts  b u t  as  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s  t h e f u n c t i o n -o-f w hich  >e—*o
make p a r t i c u l a r  i n t u i t i o n s  s u b j e c t  to  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s .  I t  does
n o t  seem i n s u p e r a b l y  d i f f i c u l t  to  u n d e r s ta n d  how a  c o n c e p t  o f
cc~i 'J'rt
oi' the  u n d e r s t a n d in g  -eem be e x h i b i t e d  i n  iw t .u i t . ^ n ^ r n i  frnw 
' -ep r frae’n t ' -i ’ir-b^*''’^ ^ r r y-rrh --?v ^ en a i b l c  s yn b o l ,  t u «"m9t»a cme..
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>:ut i t  seems q u i t e  im p o s s ib le  to  u n d e r s t a n d  how a m o r a l  c o n c e p t ,  
a  c o n c e p t  which, b y  i t s  v e r y  n a t u r e  b e lo n g s  to  t h e  s u p e r s e n s i b l e
/%■ rj '-fJ a -
w o r ld ,c a b  he  e p - e s e n t e d  in  th e  w o r ld  o f  s e n s e .  I t  ife ■-reehapo 
AXcJiJl'? 0>m W-* M l  f r ^ f
n o t ^  d i f f i c u l t  a s  i t  seems,-a t  f i r a t g f -or-wo mwa* remember
t h a t  when we a r e  c a l l e d  upon to  subsume an  a c t i o n  u n d e r  a  p u re
p r a c t i c a l  law we a r e  n o t  c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f
th e  a c t i o n  c o n s i s t  r ed a s  an e v e n t  i n  th e  w o rld  o i s e n s e .  I t
i s  q u i t e  t r u e  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  to  ju d g e  a s  to  th e  p h y s i c a l
p o s s i b i l i t y  o i  an a c t i o n  v/e m ust a p p ly  th e  c a t e g o r i e s  o i  the
u n d e r s t a n d in g  a s  he u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s  to  w h ich  a i l  n a t u r a l
o b j e c t s  m ust c o n fo rm !fo r  i n s t a n c e »we sh o u ld  have to  make use
o f  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  p h y s i c a l  c a u s a l i t y  w hich b e lo n g s  to  th e
p n y s i c a l  c o n c e p t s .^ h a n t  h o ld s  t h a t / w h e reas  a  p u re  c o n c e p t  o f
th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  can  and in d e e d  m ust be s c h e m a t i s e d , t h i s  i a
C ir^caJoh
n o t  t r u e  o f  prc.\ t i c a i  eo?io'pe-t s .  ’' h e r e , however,v/e nave  to  d o , 
n o t  w i th  th e  schema o f  a c ase  that. ocou.> s a c c o rd in g  to  la w s ,  
b u t  wir.h th e  schema o f  a  law i t s e l f  ( i f  the  word schema i s  
a l lo w a b le  h e r e ^ s i n c e  the  f a c t  t h a t  one w i l l ( n o t  th e  a c t i o n  
r e l a t i v e l y  t o  i t s  e f f e c t ^ ) i s  d e te rm in e d  by the  lav: a lo n e  
w i th o u t  any o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e , c o n n e c ts  t o e  n o t io n  o f  c a u s a l i t y
w i th  q u i t e j d i f f e j e n t  c o n d i t i o n s  from th o se  which c o n s t i t u t e
( ..........
p h y s i c a l  a tu irri 1 H iy .11 ( C .P r .B . 191) p a i s  i s  c e r t a i n l y  d i f f i c u l t  
to  u n d e r s t a n d .  In  the  f i r s t  p l a c e  i t  seems to  me n e c e s s a r y  
to  u;.k why K ant b e l i e v e s  t h a t  th e  w ord ’ schem a* is  p e rh a p s  n o t  
a l lo w a b le  i n  th e  c ase  o f  th e  subsum ption  o f  a  m o ra l  a c t i o n  
u n d e r  th e  m o ra l  law . I  t h in k  th e  answ er i s  t h a t  w hat i n t e r e s t s  
u s  i n  th e  m o ra l  a c t i o n  i s  n o t  t h a t  w hich  makes i t  a  p a r t i c u l a r  
a c t i o n  done by a  p a r t i c u l a r  i n d i v i d u a l , b u t  t h a t  i n  i t  which 
makes i t  u n i v e r s a l  .v/e a r c  i n t e r e s t s  i n  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  a c t i o n  
o n ly  i n  so  f a r  a s  th e  w i l l  o f  the  a g e n t  i s  d e te rm in e d  by a
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la w . In  so  f a r  a s  t h i s  law i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i th  t o i c h  th e  w i l l
d e te r m in e s  i t s e l f  i s  c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  a c t i o n s  w h ich  o c c u r  i n
/
n a tu r e  i t  may he  r e g a r d e d  a s  a  l aw  o f  n a t u r e .B u t  i t  i s  q u i t e  
d i f f e r e n t  from; a  t h e o r e t i c a l  lav/ o f  n a t u r e , f o r  a  t h e o r e t i c a l  
lav, wh-fch i s  m e r e l y  fo rm a l  i s  d e v o id  o f a l l  r e a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  
T v e ry  t h e o r e t i c a l  law w hich  i s  t o  p ro d u ce  know ledge o f  an 
o b j e c t  m ust be r e l a t e d  to  th e  m a n ifo ld  o f  i n t u i t i o n , t h e  m a t t e r  
w h ich  i s  to  "be d e te rm in e d  by  th e  fo rm a l  and u n i v e r s a l  r u l e .
, 7 v v  f t t i -  o / I o v  A o - (  ' ( i . . i o  i ) /  t  C /  i • £■(
I. p r a c t i c a l  1 a w t o—et-e- w i th  th e  
th e  e x h i b i t i o n  o f  an o b j e c t  i n  i n t u i t i o n , a n d  th e re fo re -w e -
6-p
c a n n o t ^ s c h e m a t i s e s & t .  The word ’ schema* i s  th u s  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  
i i  c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  p r a c t i c a l  l a w s , f o r  a  schema in  the  p r o p e r
Cj ifc, I'-V'CHC1IAr.J-'lf-i.
s e n s e  i s  th e  cy rilo l i -e- r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  a. c o n c e p t  i n  i n t u i t i o n \ .
The c o n c e p t  o f  th e  good can in d e e d  be r e p r e s e n t e d , b u t  we m u st 
n o te  t h a t  t h a t  w h ich  we subsume u n d e r  i t  i s  n o t  the p a r t i c u l a r  
a c t i o n  g iv e n  in  i n t u i t i o n  b u t  th e  fo rm a l  law by w h ich  th e  w i l l  
o f  th e  a g e n t  i s  d - 1 e rm in e d .  f e  can see  now t h a t  i n  th e  f i e l d  
o f  p r a c t i c a l  T e a so n  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent f i n d s  som eth ing  
t h a t  i t  may r e g a r d  a s  a f f o r d i n g  a d e q u a te  sym bo lic  r e p r e s e n t -
M  n
a t i o n  o f  a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  c o n c e p t  , m  me by-, th e  d e te r m i n a t i o n  o f  
th e  w i l l  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  a  fo rm a l  law w liioh i -s  r e g a rd e d  a s  
a  u n i v e r s a l  law  o f  n a t u r e , t h i s  lav  h a v in g  som eth ing  i n  common
a/if-, c./--
^with th e  m o ra l  lav/ and w i th  th e  a c t i o n  i t  i s  supposed  to
d e te rm in e  th e —v.ii ,i -,l~-j f ,-t :Rg--p e r » on-‘.*.,ho does -tho- a e iri-o n .  -'The 
p h y s i c a l  'law ,b e in g  a  law to  w hich  th e  o b j e c t s  o f  s e n s i b l e  
i n t u i t i o n ^ a s  su ch  a r e  s u b j e c t ,m u s t  have  a  schema c o r re s p o n d in g  
to  f t  -  -  -  - .B u t  th e  law o f  freedom  ( t h a t  i s  o f  a  c a u s a l i t y  
n o t  s u b j e c t  to  s e n s i b l e  c o n d i t i o n s ) and c o n s e q u e n t ly  the 
c o n ce p t  o f  th e  u n c o n d i t i o n a l l y  g o o d ,c a n n o t  have  any i n t u i t i o n ,  
n o r  c o n s e q u e n t ly  any 3chema s u p p l i e d  to  i t  f o r  the  p u rp o se  o f  
i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  i n  o o n c r e to .  C o n se q u e n tly  th e  m ora l law h a s
no f a c u l t y  b u t  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t o  a i d  i t s  a p p l ie s  t i o n  to  
p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t s  ( n o t  th e  i m a g in a t io n )  ; and th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  f o r  
the  p u rp o s e s  o f  th e  ju dgm en t can  p r o v id e  f o r  an  I d e a  o f  th e  
T e a s o n ,n o t  a  schema o f  th e  s e n s i b i l i t y , b u t  e, law * th o u g h  o n ly  
a s  t o  i t s  form  a s  law *such  a  law, how ever, a s  c an  be e x ix ib i te d  
i n  c oil e r e  t o i n  o b j e c t s  o f  the  serxseoj ana^ t h e r e f o r e  a  law o f
i -
n a t u r e . "  (C .P r . r  . 191-192) I f  we a r e  to  u n d e r s t a n d  t h i s  
p a s sa g e ,w e  m ust f  is  s t  a s k  o u r s e l v e s  • ^ce.oom>--aTC“ f~-or
b - . l i -ovlBg t h a t  i t ,  i s  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  a lo n e  w h ich  can  r e f e r  
to  T e a so n  and  i t s  c o n c e p t  o f  th e  go-id* To be abl<s to  answ er 
t h i s  q u e s t io n ,w e  m ust remember t h a t  a c c o r d in g  to  h u n t  a  
c o n c e p t  o f B easo n  h a s  to  d e te rm in e  a b s o l u t e l y  w ha t iax ito  come 
u n d e r  i t .  Sow t h a t  w h ich  can be  w h o l ly  d e te rm in e d  by  a  u n i v e r s a l  
c o n ce p t  and b:, w ha t may be r e g a r d e d  a s  an  a d e q u a te  r e p r e s e n t ­
a t i o n  o f  a  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t  m ust i t s e l f  be some s o r t  o f
1 c o n c e p t .  The two t h i n g s  -  th e  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t  o f 
T.eaaon and w hat i s  t o  be subsumed un d e r  i t  -  m ust b e lo n g  to  
one homogeneous sp h e re  * o th e rw is e  t h a t  w hich  i s  to  be subsumed 
c o u ld  n o t  p r o p e r l y  r e p r e s e n t  th e  u : i v e x s a l  c o n c e p t  o f  B e a so n ,
Pro'ft t h i s  i t  f o l lo w s  t h a t  i t  c a n n o t  be p io d u c e d  by any  o t h e r  
f a c u l t y  o f  th e  mind th an  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , t h e  o n ly  f a c u l t y  
w i t h  th e  e x c e p t io n  o f  B eason  c a p a b le  o f  p ro d u c in g  u n i v e r s a l  
c o n c e p t s ,  f u r t h e r , w e  know jfchat the  p rob lem  w i th  whioh Ih-nt 
i s  h e r e  con ce rn ed  i s  n o t  th e  p ro b lem  a s  to  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
o f  a c t i o n s  (foi? h h i s  i s  no c o n c e rn  o f  p r a c t i c a l  B e a s o n )* b u t  
the  p rob lem  a s  to  how an a c t i o n  w hich o c c u rs  i n  th e  s e n s i b l e  
w o rld  may be ju d g e d  i n  such  a  way a s  to  make i t  ap p ea r  to  be 
d e te rm in ed  by a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  p r a c t i c a l  law . H ant shows t h a t  
f o r  t h i s  judgm ent u n d e r s t a n d in g  i s  r e q u i r e d , f o r  th e  u n d e r­
s t a n d in g  can t£ k e  away from th e  a c t i o n  a l l  t h a t  b e lo n g s
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to  i n t u i t i o n » a b s t r a c t i n g  from  i t s  s e n s i b l e  c o n d i t i o n s , a n d  
th u s  can  c o n c e iv e  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  a  u n i v e r s a l  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  oi 
th e  a c t i o n j a n d  t h i s  i s  n o th in g  b u t  th e  mere form  o f  th e  w i l l ,  
w hich  can  be subsumed u n d e r  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  r e a s o n *
I t  m ust be n e te d ,h o w e v e r »-a n d  t h i s  i s  a  v e r y  
im p o r ta n t  p o i n t  -  t h a t  K an t d o e s  n o t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  th e  w i l l  o f  
th e  a g e n t  i s  d e te rm in e d  by th e  fo rm a l  lav; o f  n a t u r e .  He a t a t e s  
p o s i t i v e l y  t h a t  th e  w i l l  o f  th e  a g e n t  i s  d e te rm in e d  by  th e  
m o ra l  law and by n o th in g  e l s e .  H is  q u e s t io n  i s  »- ’How can  a  f i n i t e  
b e in g  w hich  b e lo n g s  t o  th e  o f  n a tu r e  Judge  h i s  a c t i o n s
i n  such  a  way a s  to  t h i n k  them to  be d e te rm in e d  by a  s u p e r ­
s e n s i b l e  law?*And h i s  answ er i s ;  *fiie can do so  by  t h i n k i n g  t h a t  
th e  maxims o f  h i s  w i l l  a r e  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i th  a  u n i v e r s a l  law 
o f  n a t u r e .  "Hence t h i s  co m pariso n  o f  th e  maxims o f  h i s  a c t i o n s  
w i th  a  u n i v e r s a l  law o f  n a tu r e  i s  n o t  th e  d e te r m in in g  p r i n c i p l e  
o f  h i s  w ill^S) ( C .P r .R .  193) K an t c a l l s  th e  u n i v e r s a l  law o f  
n a tu r e  w hich  r e p r e s e n t s  th e  m o ra l  lav. a  *Xype * ( Typus) o f  th e  
m o ra l  la w ,a n d  th e  g e n e r a l  p ro c e d u re  he c a l l s  'T y p i c ' .  H is  
m eaning would be more a d e q u a te ly  e x p re s s e d  by the  term  ’ s y m b o l ' ,  
a  te rm  w hich  hw a c t u a l l y  us^ s once in  th e  p a ssa g e  w hich we a r e  
d i s c u s s i n g .  K ant i s  t r y i n g  to  show t h a t  th e  f i n i t e  m o ra l  b e in g  
i s  c a p a b le  o f sy m b o l is in g  the  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  lav; by means o f  th e  
c o n ce p t  o f  a  u n i v e r s a l  law o f  n a tu re .W e  m u s t ,h o w e v e r , remember 
t h a t  he a l s o  h o ld s  t h a t  th e  f i n i t e  b e in g  does n o t  i n  t h a t  way 
a c q u i r e  any t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge o f  a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b je c t*
The i n t e l l i g i b l e  v /orld  c a n n o t  be r e p r e s e n t e d  by u s  i n  su ch  a
way a s  to  make u s  know i t t h e o r e t i c a l l y .  B u t  p r a c t i c a l  R eason
i s  n o t  co n ce rn e d  w i th  t h e o r e t i c a l  know ledge ,and  th e  Id e a  o f 
th e  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  i s  r e p r e s e n t e  by u s  o n ly  t h a t  we may be 
a b le  to  make p r a c t i c a l  u se  o f  i t .  " I t  i s , t h e r e f o r e , a l l o w a b l e
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to  u se  th e  sy s tem  o f  th e  w o r ld  j f  s e n s e  ( d i e  N&tur d e r  S in n e n  -
w e l t )  a s  th e  ty p e  of/a s u p e r s e n s i b l e  sy s tem  o f  t h i n g s ( e i n e r
i n t e l l i g i b l en Matur ) p r o v i d e d  I  do n o t  t r a n s f e r  t o  th e  l a t t e r
th e  i n t u i t i o n s  and w h a t depend s  on them b u t  m e re ly  a p p ly  t o  I t
th e  form  o f  law i n  g e n e r a l ( t h e  n o t io n  o f  w h ich  o c c u r s  i n  th e
commonest u se  o f  B e a so n  b u t  c a n n o t  be d e f i n i t e l y  known a  p r i o r i
f o r  any  o t h e r  p u rp o se  th a n  th e  p u re  p r a c t i c a l  u se  o f  re a so n ) '*
( C .P r.R . 193)
_J K an t goes on to  e x p la in  t h a t  a  ’T ypic  o f  Judgment* w hich  do es  
n o t  m is ta k e  t h a t  w h ich  b e lo n g s  to  th e  'T y p ic*  o f  th e  c o n c e p ts  
f o r  th e  c o n c e p ts  t h e m s e l v e s , t h a t  i s  t o  s a y , a  m ethod w hich r e g a r d s  
th e  u n i v e r s a l  law o f  n a tu r e  a s  a  m ere symbol o f  th e  m o ra l  good*
I t
g u a rd s  u s  a g a i n s t  b o th  e m p ir ic i s m  and ’m ystic ism *  j f o r  e m p ir ic i s m  
r e g a r d s  th e  good a s  a  mere p r o d u c t  o f  e x p e r i e n c e , w h i le  'm y s t ic ism *  
t u r n s  a  symbol i n t o  a  s c h e m a ,p ro p o s in g  to  p ro v id e  f o r  th e  m o ra l  
c o n c e p ts  a c t u a l  i n t u i t i o n s  w hich  however a r e  n o t  s e n s i b l e  
( i n t u i t i o n s  o f  an  i n v i s i b l e  Kingdom o f  God) and th u s  p lu n g e s  
i n t o  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t " . (C«■ P r  «R. 194) K ant c o n t r a s t s  th e s e  two 
m ethods w i th  h i s  own w hich  he c a l l s  ’ r a t i o n a l i s m * , and ha adds} 
"What i s  b e f i t t i n g  th e  u se  o f  th e  m o ra l  c o n c e p ts  i s  o n ly  the  
r a t i o n a l i s m  o f  th e  Judgm ent w hich  t a k e s  feom th e  s e n s i b l e  system  
o f  n a tu r e  o n ly  w hat p u re  B eason  can  a l s o  c o n c e iv e  o f  i t s e l f *  
t h a t  i s , c o n f o r m i t y  to  lawipand t r a n s f e r s  i n t o  th e  su p e r se n s ib le  
n o th in g  b u t  w hat can  c o n v e r s e ly  be a c t u a l l y  e x h i b i t e d  i n  the
w o rld  o f s e n se  a c c o rd in g  to  th e  fo rm a l  r u l e  o f  a  law o f  n a t u r e . "
( C .Pr.R .  193)
I  hope t h a t  my e x p o s i t i o n  o f  th e  c h a p te r  on
th e  Typic h a s  made a t  l e a s t  one p o i n t  qu ioe  c l e a r , t h a t  i s , t h a t
th e  problem  t h a t  i s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  i t  i s  bound up w i th  th e
g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i lo s o p h y .  I  have  s a i d
a g a in  and a g a in  t h a t  th e  i*poblem o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  be tw een  the.
s u p e r s e n s ib l e  and th e  s e n s i b l e  w o rld s  seems to  me t o  be the
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fu n d a m e n ta l  p ro b lem  o f  K a n t ’ s p h i lo s o p h y .  The C r i t i q u e  o f
P u re  K eason shows t h a t  human r e a s o n  m ust n e c e s s a r i l y  p ro d u ce
u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t s { t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  Id e a s )w h ic h  im p ly  the
e x i s t e n c e  o f  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  l o b j e c t s .  F u r t h e r » i t  shows t h a t
t h e o r e t i c a l  know ledge o f  th e s e  o b j e c t s  i s  q u i t e  im p o s s ib l e j  
f o r
a l l  ou r  know ledge depends upon i n t u i t i o n , a n d  s u p e r ­
s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t s  c a n n o t  be e x h i b i t e d  i n  i n t u i t i o n ps ince»o \v ing  
to  t h e i r  n a tu r e  ao p r o d u c t s  o f  p u re  K e a s o n , th e y  a re  th o u g h t  
to  be e n t i r e l y  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  th e  w o rld  o f  s e n se  and s e n s i b l e  
i n t u i t i o n .  B u t a s  m o ra l  a g e n t s  v/e a r e  i n  a  d i f f e r e n t  p o s i t i o n  
from  t h a t  i n  w h ich  v/e finc l o u r s e l v e s  when v/e aim a t  t h e o r e t i c a l  
k n o w le d g e .F o r  th e  m o ra l  b e in g  h a s  an a b s o l u te  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  
an a b s o l u te  law .T h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  P r  a c t io  a l  F.e a s  on does  n o t  i n  
any way deny t h i s .  I t  even  a d m its  t h a t  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  to  
r e p r e s e n t  th e  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  law i n  th e  w o r ld  o f  s e n se » b u t  i t  
m ust n e v e r t h e l e s s  a d h e re  to  th e  fu n d a m e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e
ulo
C r i t i c a l  P h i lo so p h y * n a m e ly » th a t  t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge, o f  I d e a s
A
i s  d e n ie d  to  our Beason* An Id e a  o f  a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t  
can be r e p r e s e n t e d  by a  r a t i o n a l  b e in g  i n  such  a  v/ay as  to  
e n a b le  him to  make p r a c t i c a l  u se  o f  i t  by d e te rm in in g  h i s  w i l l  
i n  a cco rd an ce  w i th  i t . B u t  t h i s  i s  a l l  t h a t  we can  do.We m ust 
n o t  m is ta k e  a  symbol f o r  a  schem a9and m ust n o t  im ag ine  t h a t  
we a re  c a p a b le  o f  d i s c o v e r in g  i n t u i t i o n s  a d eq u a te  to  our 
m o ra l  c o n c e p ts .  I f  we d id  so we sh o u ld  c o n t r a d i c t  th e  
fu n d am e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  the  C r i t i c a l  P h i lo s o p h y , f o r  we 
sh o u ld  deny th e  l i m i t e d  c h a r a c t e r  o f  a l l  human know ledge.
At th e  b e g in n in g  o f  C h a p te r  3 o f  th e  A n a ly t i c  
o f  Pure  P r a c t i c a l  B eason  K ant p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  th e  m o ra l  law 
would be a  h o ly  law i f  i t  were r e g a r d e d  a s  a  law d e te rm in in g  
th e  w i l l  o f  a  b e in g  t h a t  would o f  h i s  own n a tu r e  conform to  i t ,
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Now th e  w i l l  o f  a  f i n i t e  r a t i o n a l  b e in g  does n o t  o f  i t s  own 
n a t u r e  conform  to  th e  m o ra l  law* On th e  c o n t r a r y * th e  m o ra l  law* 
t h a t  i s s th e  law o f  freedom*commands th e  f i n i t e  b e in g  to  a c t
c o n t r a r y  to  X ts  n a tu r e * a n d  t h i s  r a i s e -  th e  q u e s t io n  &o to  w hat 
in d u c e s  a  f i n i t e  b e in g  to  a c t  a c c o r d in g  to  t h i s  law *or w hat 
i s  th e  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  w h ich  makes him  su b m it  to  i t s
demands. K a n t ' s  answ er i s  t h a t  i t  i s  th e  f e e l i n g  o f  r e s p e c t
') 1-. cJ,’ -
f o r  th e  m o ra l  law  t h a t  a c t s  us a  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e ( T r i e b f e d e r ) •
A------------------------------------------------------------
T h is  f e e l i n g  o f  r e s p e c t  shows u s  th e  p e c u l i a r  n a tu r e  o f  th e  
f i n i t e  b e in g  a s  a  c r e a t u r e  b e lo n g in g  to  two d i f f e r e n t  w o r ld s ,  
th e  f i n i t e  w o r ld  o f  n a tu r e  and th e  i n f i n i t e  w o rld  o f  freedom *
F o r  r e s p e c t  f o r  an u n c o n d i t i o n a l  law can be f e l t  o n ly  by a  b e in g  
t h a t  su b m its  u n c o n d i t i o n a l l y  to  th e  m o ra l  law and i s  y e t  aware 
o f  h i s  f i n i t e  n a tu r e  and c o n s c io u s  o f  th e  f a c t  t h a t  a s  a  b e in g  
b e lo n g in g  to  th e  fXXXXX s e n s i b l e  w o r ld  and s u b j e v t  to  n a t u r a l  
c o n d i t i o n s  i t  can n e v e r  be i n  p e r f e c t  c o n fo rm i ty  w i th  th e  la w .
That i s  why r e s p e c t  f o r  th e  m o ra l  law b o th  e l e v a t e s  and h u m i l i a t e s
o f  r e s p e c t  p ro d u c e s  m o r a l i t y ^ ( m o ra l is c h e  G esinnungj . h a n t ' s  
answer i s  t h a t  i t  c a n n o t  do s o , f o r  th e  f i r s t  t h in g  t h a t  i s  g iv e n  
to  u s  i s  th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  th e  m o ra l  la w ,a n d  the  f e e l i n g  o f  
r e s p e c t  i s  o n ly  a  consequence  o f  t h a t .  The- f o o l l -ng- e i--r e-&tee o t  j p .
R e aso n ,an d  i t  a r i s e s  b e c a u se  th e  f i n i t e  b e in g  com pares h i s  own 
c o n d i t i o n a l  n a t u r e  w i t h  th e  a b s o l u te  d-..mends o f  the  u n c o n d i t i o n a l
on f i n d in g  h i m s e l f  d e te rm in e d  by th e  o b j e c t i v e  law . "Thus the  
r e s p e c t  f o r  th e  law i s  n o t  a  m o tiv e  to  m o r a l i t y  b u t  i t  i s  
m o r a l i t y  i t s e l f , s u b j e c t i v e l y  c o n s id e r e d .  '■ (C .P r .R , ^ 0 0 /)
h i s
th e  p e rs o n  who f e e l s  i t .  We m ust now ask  th s -g- th e  f e e l i n g£
. S t r i c t l y  s p e a k i n g .n o t  a  f e e l i n g  a t  a l l .  I t  i s  a  p r o d u c t  o f
s u b j e c t i v e
t  i s  n o th in g  b u t  t h e . s t a t e  o f  mind o f  a  s e n s i b l e  b e in g
V/e m ust n o te  t h a t  th e  f e e l i n g  o f  r e s p e c t  f o r  the
m o ra l  lavs i s  h o t  a  p e c u l i a r i t y  o i  th e  human m ind . I t  i s  n o t
com parab le  t o  t h o s e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  th e  mind w i t h  w h ich  e m p i r i c a l
p sy c h o lo g y  i s  c o n ce rn e d ^ an d  w n ich  can  be d i s c o v e r e d  ~nly by
e m p i r i c a l  o b s e r v a t i o n .  K ant s a y s  ol i t  t h a t  i t  i s  a. f e e l i n g
w hich  can be known a  p r i o r i  and  th e  a  p r i o r i  n e c e s s i t y  of w n ich
we can  under s t a n d ; ana  t h i s  shows t h a t  he do es  n o t  r e g a r d  i t  a s
a  s p e c la x  p r o p e r t y  o f  th e  human mind b u t  a s  a  f e e l i n g  w hich
e v e ry  s-e-n s-fb l-c w h ich  i s  d e te rm in e d  by a  su p e r  s e n s i b l e  law  m ust 
a
have.W hen he  sa y s  t h a t  th e  r e e l i n g  o f  r e s p e c t  i s  composed of
p l e a s u r e  and p a i n , t h i s  i s  n o t  t o  be t a k e n  a s  a  p s y c h o l o g ic a l
o b s e r v a t i o n . He e x p l a i n s  a g a in  and  a g a in  t h a t  a  h o ly  t r i l l * u n l i k e
tiie  human w i i i , 4 o ^ s  n o t  f e e l  r e s p e c t  f o r  t ile  m o ra l  l a w , t h a t  th e
c o n c e p t  o f  d u ty  n o t  e x i s t  f o r  i t  and t h a t  i t  doe s  n o t
d e te rm in e  i t s e l f  by means o f  i m p e r a t i v e s .  He i s  n o t  h e re  th ink®
in g  o f  s p e c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f human n a t u r e ,  h a t  he i s
i a s  th e  w il l  o f  a  f i n i t e b e i n g j  
t r y i n g  to  show i s  t h a t  th e '  human w i l i ^ i s  o f  n e c e s s i t y  e s s e n t i a l l y
d i f f e r e n t  from  a  w i l l  To. w hich  th e  m o ra l  law i s  the  law o f  i t s
*owsi n a t u r e .  T h a t  K ant d o es  n o t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  th e  f e e l i n g  o f
r e s p e c t , t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  d u ty  and th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  the
command o f  th e  m o ra l  lav. a s  i m p e r a t iv e s  t a e  due to  th e  p e c u l i a r
a  c c trv  «fv a, A..,**!
o r g a n i s a t i o n  o f  th e  human mind may be se en  from, th e  f a c t  th a i f^
a.Li th e s e  t h in g s  a r e  nec t  u su ry  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  w i l l  o f
t v e r y  f i n i t e  r a t i o n a l  b e in g .  :T o r  men and a i l  c r e a t e d  r a t i o n a l
b e in g s ,m o r a l  n e c e s s i t y  i s  c o n s t r a i n t , t h a t  i s , o b l i g a t i o n , a n d  e v e ry
a c t i o n  b a s e d  on i t  i s  to  be c o n c e iv e d  a s  d u t y ,n o t  a s  a  p r o c e e d in g
p r e v i o u s ly  p l e a s i n g  to  u s  o f  ou r  own a c c o r d . "  ( C .P r .R . 108)
"The m o ra l  law i s  i n  f a c t  f o r  th e  w i l l  o f  a  p e r f e c t  b e in g  a  law
t  o f  h o l i n e s s , b u t  f o r  th e  w i l l  o f  e v e ry  f i n i t e  r a t i o n a l  b e in g  a
law o f  d u ty / o f  m o ra l  c o n s t r a i n t  and o f  th e  d e te r m i n a t i o n  o f  i t s  '
a c t i o n s  by r e s p e c t  f o r  t h i s  law and r e v e r e n c e  f o r  i t s  duty^J/;)
(C .P r .R .2 0 8 )
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J u s t  a s  when Han't s a y s  t h a t  th e  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  
m u s t  h o ld  f o r  e v e r y  f i n i t e  r a t i o n a l  be ings,he n e v e r  m eans t h a t  
th e y  a re  o s y o h o lo g ic a l  p e c u l i a r i t i e s  o u t  a lw ay s  t h a t  th e y  a r c  
o b j e c t i v e l y  n e c e s s a r y  fo rm s of t h o u g h t ( s e e  above ) 9so i n  
s p i t e  o f  many s t a t e m e n t s  w h ich  may seem to  s u g g e s t  i t  he n e v e r  
f o r  a  moment assum es t h a t  r e s p e c t  f o r  th e  m o ra l  law , the  s e n se
yr
o f  d u ty  and th e  a w a re n e s s  o f  i m p e r a t i v e s  a r e  a c c i d e n t a l  
p r o p e r t i e s  o f  th e  m ind( b u t  i s  c o n v in c e d  t h a t  th e y  a r e  n e c e s s a r y  
and a  p r i o r i  p r o p e r t i e s , t h e  p o s s e s s i o n  o f  w h ich  by  e v e ry  r a t i o n a l  
b e in g  can  be o b j e c t i v e l y  p ro v e d .  "With th e  v iew  o f  a t t a i n i n g  to  
t h i s ,  i . e . t o  th e  p r o o f  o f  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  c a t e g o r i c a l  im p e r a t ­
iv e  o r  o f  a  p r a c t i c a l  law w hich  commands a b s o l u t e l y  and to  
fo l lo w  w h ich  i s  d u t y , i t  i s  o f  ex trem e  im p o r ta n c e  to  remember 
t h a t  we m ust n o t  a l lo w  o u r s e l v e s  to  t h i n k  o f  d e d u c in g  th e  
r e a l i t y  o f  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  from  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  a t t r i b u t e s  of  
human n a t u r e . 7 o r  d u ty  i s  to  be a  p r a c t i c a l , u n c o n d i t i o n a l  
n e c e s s i t y  o f  a c t i o n ; i t  m ust t h e r e f o r e  h o ld  f o r  a l l  r a t i o n a l  
b e i n g s ( t o  whom an im p e r a t iv e  can a p p ly  a t  a l l ) a n d  f o r  t h i s  
r e a s o n  o n ly  be a l s o  a  law  f o r  a l l  human w i l l s .  On th e  c o n t r a r y ,
* w h a te v e r  i s  deduced  from th e  p a r t i c u l a r  n a t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
o f h u m a n i ty ,f ro m  c e r t a i n  f e e l i n g s  and p r o p e n s i t i e s , n a y  e v e n , i f  
p o s s i b l e , from  any p a r t i c u l a r  ten d e n cy  p r o p e r  to  human r e a s o n ,  
and w hich need  n o t  neceos&i i l y  h o ld  f o r  th e  w i l l  o f  e v e ry  
r a t i o n a l  b e i n g j t h i s  may in d e e d  su p p ly  u s  w i th  a  m axim ,but n o t  
w i th  a  lav/ -.with a  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  on w hich  we may have a  
p ro p e n s io n  and i n c l i n a t i o n  to  a c t , b u t  n o t  w i th  an  o b j e c t i v e  
p r i n c i p l e  on w hich  we sh o u ld  be e n jo in e d  to  a c t , e v e n  tnough a l l  
our p r o p e n s i o n s , i n c l i n a t i o n s , a n d  n a t u r a l  d i s p o s i t i o n s  were
opposed to  i t .  In  f a c t  th e  s u b l i m i t y  and i n t r i n s i c  o f  th eA
command in  d u ty  a re  so luch  th e  more e v i d e n t , t h e  l e s s  the
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s u b j e c t i v e  im p u ls e s  f a v o u r  i t  and  th e  more th e y  oppose i t ,  
w i t h o u t  b e in g  a b le  i n  th e  s l i g h t e s t  d e g re e  to  weaken th e  o b l i g a t ­
io n  o f  th e  law o r  to  d im in i s h  i t s  validity."--!) (Groundwork. 5a)
I  p ro p o s e  now to  t t y  to  g iv e  th e  m ain  p o i n t s  o f  
K a n t’ s  a rgum en t i n  th e  " D i a l e c t i c  o f  P r a c t i c a l  R e a s o n " .  T h is  i s  
n o t  an e a s y  t a s k  b e c a u se  K a n t ’ s te rm in o lo g y  h e r e  i s  so  d i f f e r e n t  
from th e  one to  w h ich  we a r e  accus tom ed  t n a t  i t  may o f t e n  seem 
to  u s  as  i)f h i s  a rgum en t depended  e n t i r e l y  on th e  te rm in o lo g y  
o f  th e  p e r i o d  Xh'/wtfXcfri to  w h ich  i t  b e lo n g e d  and had  no in d e p e n d ­
e n t  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  v a lu e .W h a t  f o l lo w s  now i s  a  summary o f  h i s  
a r g u m e n t 1 ^ --h a s - b een  shown t h a t -the-—.o r a l  - l a w - g i  
man u n c o n d i t i o n a l ly *  i t  i s  an a b s o l u te  l a w ,e n j o in i n g  upo jy 'the  
f i n i t e  b e in g  tiiAf he sh o u ld  do th e  m o ra l  a c t i o n  i r r e s p e c t i v e
o f  w h a te v e r  e v i l s  may b e f a l l  him a s  a  b e in g  belong^rfig to  th e  
w o rld  o f  n a t u r e .  T h e \o n ly  o b j e c t  o f  th e  w i l l  i n  ^6  f a r  a s  i t  i s  
d e te rm in e d  by th e  moraV law i s  v i r t u e .  I t  a p ^ e ^ r s ,h o w ever , t h a t  
p r a c t i c a l  R eason  m ust n e c e s s a r i l y  c o n c e iv e  , th e  I d e a  o f  an  o b j e c t  
w hioh c o n ta in s  more th a n  v iX f u e .  V i r t u e  i s  n o t  th e  summum bonum. 
The summum bonum a s  th e  objec'feyof t h e / 1 w i l l c o n t a i n s  b o th  v i r t u e  
and h a p p i n e s s .  R eason m ust assumh t h a t  th e  p e r f e c t  good i s  n o t  
a t t a i n e d  by th e  w i l l ,  u n l e s s  th e  / i M t e  r a t i o n a l  b e in g  can  e n jo y  
p e r f e c t  v i r t u e  and  p e r f e c t  h t ^ p in e s s /V i ’he  A n a ly t i c  o f  p r a c t i c a l  
R eason  h a s  ma. e i t  c l e a r  t h a t  th e  d e s i r e , f o r  h a p p in e s s  can n e v e r  
be r e g a rd e d  a s  a  d e te r m in in g  p r i n c i p l e  o f ' t h e  w i l l ; f o r  such  a  
p r i n c i p l e  w ould  d e s t r b y  th e  m o ra l  v a lu e  o f  o^ r  a c t i o n s .  The 
m oral law c o m m t.n d s /u n c o n d i t io n a l ly ,a n d  i f  we m&de an a c t i o n  
dependen t on h a p p in e s s  a s  i t s  o b j e c t  we sh o u ld  mtike i t  d e p en d e n t  
on a  c o n d i t io n .T h e  a c t i o n  would n o t  be done f o r  t h e \ s a k e  of 
o b e d ie n c e / to  th e  m ora l l a w ,b u t  f o r  th e  sake  o f  so m e th in g (nam ely , 
happirxebs)w hich  h a s  n o th in g  w h a tev e r  to  do w i th  the  p r i n c i p l e
( -  -  ----  what fo l lo w #  now i s  a  summary o f  h i s  argum ent.)
P r a c t ic a l  R e a s o n ,l ik e  t h e o r e t i c a l  R e a so n ,c o n c e iv e s  an Id ea  
o f  the u n c o n d it io n e d , th e  summum bonum.  The summum bonum a s  
the o b je c t  o f  the w i l l  c o n ta in s  b oth  v ir t u e  and h a p p in e s s . But 
t h i s  doea n o t mean th a t  v ir tu e  depends on h a p p in e s s . On the  
c o n tr a r y , th e  p r a c t ic a l  R eason must c o n c e iv e  o f  h a p p in ess  as  
depending on v i r t u e .
At f i r s t  s ig h t  i t  may n o t appear e a sy  to  understand why 
Kant h o ld s  th a t  th e  summum bonum must c o n ta in  h a p p in ess  a s  w e l l  
a s v i r t u e .  The A n a ly tic  o f  p r a c t ic a l  Reason has made i t  c le a r  
th a t the d e s ir e  fo r  h a p p in ess  can n ever  be regarded  a s a 
d etrem in in g  p r in c ip le  o f  th e  w i l l ;  f e r  such a p r in c ip le  would  
d e s tr o y  th e  m oral v a lu e  o f  our a c t io n s .  The m oral law  commands 
u n c o n d it io n a l ly , and i f  we made an a c t io n  dependent on 
h ap p in ess as i t s  o b je c t  we sh ou ld  make i t  dependent on a  
c o n d it io n . The a c t io n  would n o t be done fo r  the sake o f  
obedience to  the m oral la w ,b u t fo r  th e  sake o f  som eth ing(nam ely , 
h ap p in e8s)w h ich  h as n o th in g  w hatever to  do w ith  the p r in c ip le  
o f  m o r a lity .
Y et i t  i s  im possib le  to  reg a rd  m oral v i r tu e  a s  the
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m o r a l i t y .  Y et i t  i s  im p o s s ib le  to  r e g a r d  m o ra l  v i r t u e ^ a s  
Lilt summum bonum. V i r t u e  i s  n o t  th e  w hole  and  p e r f e c t  g o od .
The fu n d a m e n ta l  i d e a  o f  r e a s o n ,w h e t h e r  t^ e -c f re t ic a l  o r  p r a c t i c a lS'%1
L e a s o n , i s  th e  I d e a  o f  th e  u n c o n d i t i o n e d ,a n d  t h a t  i s  why p r a c t i c a l  
T ea so n  m ust ju d g e  t h a t  t h e - w i l l  w h ich  d e te r m in e s  i t s e l f  a c c o rd in g  
to  th e  m o ra l  lav, .h a s  n o t  y e t  a t t a i n e d  to  th e  p e r f e c t  good . I t  
i s  t r u e  t h a t  man h a s  to  obey th e  m o ra l  law a p a r t f 'f ro m  any i d e a  
o f ^ h t s - h a p p i n e a s  jhe  r e c o g n i s e s  i t  a s  a b s o l u t e l y  b in d in g . .Y e t j  a s
a  b e in g  w h ich  b e lo n g s  t o  th e  w o r ld  o f  n a tu r e  he  h a s  n e c e s s a r i l y  
a  d e s i r e  to  make h i m s e l f  h ap p y . T h is  d e s i r e  i s  a  p r o p e r t y  o f  
th e  w i l l  o f  e v e ry  f i n i t e  r a t i o n a l  b e in g .  P, a c t i c a l  I .ea so n  m ust 
p re s u p p o se  t h a t  th e  f i n i t e  b e in g  w h i le  p u r s u ^ in g  v i r t u e  and  i 4  
do-i h g - feK? making h i m s e l f  w orthy  o f  h a p p in e s s  w hich  i s  the  n a t u r a l  
end o f  e v e ry  f i n i t e  b e in g ^  i s  n o t  e x c lu d e d  from  p a r t a k i n g  i n  
h a p p i n e s s . P r a c t i c a l  I e a so n  does n o t  al^ow v i r t u e  to  be p u rs u e d  
by th e  f i n i t e  b e in g  f o r  the  sake  o f h a p p i n e s s ,b u t  t h i s  d o e s  n o t  
p r e v e n t  i t  from  assum ing  t h a t  th e  p e r f e c t  s t a t e  o f  a  f i n i t e  
r a t i o n a l  b e in g  would be a  s t a t e  i n  w h ich  he was b o th  v i r t u o u s  
and h a p p y . "For t o  need h a p p i n e s s , t o  d e s e rv e  i t  and y e t  a t  th e  
same tim e n o t  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  i t , c a n n o t  be c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  
th e  p e r f e c t  v o l i t i o n  o f  a  r a t i o n a l  b e in g  p o s s e s s e d  a t  tn e  same 
tim e o f  a i l  p o w e r s , i f  f o r  th e  sake  o f  e x p e r im e n t  we c o n ce iv e  
such  l. b e i n g . 1 (C .P r .1 . , - 4 6 ,^ 4 7 .} .^ e  see  t h a t  h a n t ' s  r e a s o n  f o r  
assum ing t h a t  v i r  ,ue by i t s e l f  c a n n o t  be th e  summum bonum i s  t h a t  
no f i n i t e  r a t i o n a l  b e in g  i f  i t  had  th e  power to  b r in g  a b o u t  i t s  
own h a p p in e s s  would r e f r a i n  from  d o in g  s o .  E u t  we a l s o  aed t h a t  
he b e l i e v e s  t h a t  such  a  b e in g  i n  c o n c e iv in g  the  Id e a  o f th e  
p e r f e c t i o n  ofy i t s  own e x i s t e n c e  must n e c e s s a r i l y  make i t s  
h a p p in e s s  d e p en d e n t  upon i t s  v i r t u e .T h e  Id e a  o f  a  u n io n  o f  v i r t u e  
and h a p p in e s s  su ch  t h a t  h a p p in e s s  would be e x a c t l y  p r o p o r t i o n a t e
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go v i r t u e  i s  a. n e c e s s a r y  Id e a  ol K e a so n .  i'ne i d e a l  s t a t e  h a s  
sc an  r e  ach e  when h a p p in e s s  i s  p ro d u ce d  by v i r t u e .  Cuchja s t a t e  
i s  th e  sum rum bonum, tn e  p e r f e c t  o b j e c t  o f  p r a c t i c a l  K e aso n .
"bow in  a s  ...much a s  v i r t u e  and h a p p in e s s  t o g e t h e r  c o n s t i t u t e  th e  
p o s s e s s io n  o f  th e  sunn  uni bonum i n  a  p e r s o n ,a n d  th e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  
o f h a p p in e s s  i n  e x a c t .p r o p o r t i o n  to  m o r a l i t y ( w h ic h  i s  th e  w o r th  
o f th e  p e r s o n  and h i s  w o r t h i n e s s  to  be h a p p y ) c o n s t i t u t e s  th e  
summum bonum o f  a  p o s s i b l e  w o f ld jh e n c e  t h i s  summum bonum e x p r e s s e s  
th e  w h o le , th e  p e r f e c t  g o o d , in  w h ich  how ever v i r t u e  a s  the  
c o n d i t i o n  i s  a lw ays th e  supreme g o o d (o b e r s t e  G u t ) s i n c e  i t  h a s  
no c o n d i t i o n  abo%>e i t j w h e r e a s  h a p p in e s s ,w h i l e  i t  i s  p l e a s a n t  
to  th e  p o s s e s s o r  o f  i t , i s  n o t  o f  i t s e l f  a b s o l u t e l y  and i n  a l l  
r e s p e c t s  good b u t  a lw ays p re s u p p o s e s  m o r a l ly  r i g h t  b e h a v io u r  
a s  i t®  c o n d i t i o n . "  (C ^ r? K . i i4 7 )  t
I t  i s  n o t  r e a l l y  d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e r s ta n d  why K ant 
h o ld s  t h a t  th e  Id e a  o f  th e  sprnrnm  b o n u m ,th a t  i s , t h e  I d e a  o f  
an o b j e c t  i n  w h ich  th e  h i g h e s t  p e r f e c t i o n  o f  th e  m o ra l  and  o f  
tlie  n a t u r a l  l i f e  <6j6)tiXrf4 c o in c id e ,m u s t  be c o n c e iv e d  by p r a c t i c a l  
r e a s o n .  We need  o n ly  remember t h a t  f o r  h a n t  t h e r e - e x i s t  two 
w o r l d s , t h e  w o r ld  o f  n a t u r e  and th e  i n t e l l i g i b l e  w o r ld  o f  f reed o m . 
Man b e lo n g s  to  b o th  o f  th e s e  w o r ld s .  / . I I  h i s  a c t i o n s  occu r  i n  th e  
w o rld  o f  n a t u r e , a n d  a i l  t h a t  he  can do i s  to  r e f e r  them a s  r e g a r d s  
t h e i r  mere form to  th e  i n t e l l i g i b l e  w o r ld ,w i th o u t  however h a v in g  
any knowledge o f  th e  c o n n e c t io n  be tw een  th e  two w o r ld s .  We m ust 
a l s o  remember th a t^  a c c o rd in g  to  Kanty r e a s o n  7whenever i t  i s  a t  
w o rk ^ co n c e iv e s  th e  I d e a  o f  an a b s o l u t e l y  u n c o n d i t io n e d  o b j e c t .
In  the  c ase  o f  p r a c t i c a l  K eason t h i s  means t h a t  K eason can n o t  
conce ive  t h a t  th e  i n t e l l i g i b l e  w o rld  sh o u ld  have no i n f lu e n c e  
on the  n a t u r a l  w o r l d . I t  makes th e  i n t e l l i g i b l e  w o rld  the  a b s o l u te  
c o n d i t i o n  o f  a l l  t h in g s  i n  g e n e r a l  j i t  r e g a r d s  i t  a s  th e  so u rc e
J
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ox a l l  b e in g  so  t h a t  th e  c a u s a l  p r i n c i p l e  w h ich  d e te r m in e s  h ,e  
i n t e l l i g i b l e  w o r  I d  , nam e ly , c a u s a l i t y  th ro u g h  f r e e d o m , i s  th o u g h t  
to  he  a  pi-i» c i p r e  v h i c h  d e te r m in e s  n o t  o n ly  t h e .pri-n o lp -^ e - o i  th e  
i n t e l l i g i b l e  w o r ld  b u t  a l s o  ■*£ th e  w o r ld  o f  n a t u r e .  Thus r  e a s o n  
i n  i t s  s e a r c h  Tor an  a b s o l u t e  p r i n c i p l e  rem oves th e  fu n d a m e n ta l  
d i f f e  e r.c e  b e tw ee n  the  two k in d s  o f  c a u s a l i t y
■kfcj/L c a u s a l i t y  th ro u g h  freedom  and th e  c a u s a l i  t y  o f  n a tu r e  , and. 
makes th e  l a t t e r  d e p e n d e n t  on th e  fo rm er.W hen ev er  ou r  K eason  
c o n c e iv e s  an Id e a  i t  assum es t h a t  th e  c o n d i t i o n e d  i s  w h o lly  
d e te rm in e d  b: th e  u n c o n d i t io n e d -  i ’o r  p r a c t i c a l  K eason  th e  
c o n d i t io n e d  i s  th e  w o r ld  o f  n a t u r e * £ h e  f i n i t e  r a t i o n a l
0  ( - -V  f f l S -  £ J  i  frt  !  -  0
b e in g  r e q u i r e s  h a p p in e s s  i n  th e  w o rld  o f  n a tu re * a n d  -s-lnee  h i s  
I .ea so n  n e c e s s a r i l y  c o n c e iv e s  th e  I d e a  o f  an  a b s o l u t e l y  u n c o n d i t ­
io n ed  i n t e l l i g i b l e  w o rld  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  whose p r i n c i p l e  he
’jr.r*. /j> fev-v.-JA itsoj- f&rfv-*. Kux.*.<>
l - i \  d s j ~ t r \  £ v \  f  l  v  ' X ' Q  !*■lb  O ' t J  ( t i ' U f
p y o s i s fc 1 y he do es  n o t  ta k e  any a c c o u n t  o f  h i s  n e e d s  a s
Ctj!do
a  f i n i t e  b e in g  he w i l l  o b t a i n  h i s  s h a r e  o f  h a p p i n e s s , a n d . t h a t
-v ,&  ^
the  amount o f  h a p p in e s s  w h ich  he, o b ta in ^  w i l l  depend on the
e x t e n t  t o  w h ich  h e  h a s  d e te rm in e d  h i s  a c t i o n s  i n  a cc o rd a n c e
•vfo r i d-g- I n  o t h e r  w o r d s , th e  f i n i t e  r a t i o n a l  b e in g  r e g a r d s  th e  
w o r ld  o f  n a tu r e  a s  e n t i r e l y  s u b o r d in a te  to  th e  w o rld  o f f reed o m , 
and h i s  own c o n d i t i o n  i n  the  f o r m e r ( h i s  h a p p in e s s ) a s  d ep en d en t 
on h i s  m o r a l i t y ( h i s  v i r t u e ) .  "As p u re  p r a c t i c a l  K eason i t  l i k e ­
w ise ;  i . e . l ik e -  t h e o r e t i c a l  K eason]aeelcs  t o  f i n d  th e  u n c o n d i t io n e d  
f o r  th e  p r a c t i c a l l y  c o n d i t io n e d (w h ic h  r e s t s  on i n c l i n a t i o n s  and 
n a t u r a l  w an ts^and  t h i s  n o t  a s  th e  d e te r m in in g  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  
w i l l , b u t  even when t h i s  i s  g i v e n ( i n  th e  m o ra l  la w ) th e  uncon­
d i t i o n e d  t o t a l i t y  o f  th e  o b j e c t  o f  p u re  p r a c t i c a l  r e a s o n  under
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the  name o f  th e  summum bonum." (C .P r .R .  .
I t  a p p e a r s , h o w e v e r , t h a t  th e  I d e a  o f  th e  sum-aura bonum
o-
in v o lv e s  p r a c t i c a l  Treason in  an A ntinom y, i n  th e  same way as
<x
th e  t h e o r e t i c a l  I d e a s  in v o lv e d  t h e o r e t i c a l  R easo n  in  A n t in o m ie s .
I t  i s  th e  t a s k  o f  a C r i t i q u e  o f  p u re  p r a c t i c a l  R easo n  to  p r e s e n t
a.
and i f  p o s s i b l e  t o  solve^ th e  \n t in o m y  o f  p r a c t i c a l  R e a s o n .
Kant b e g in s  h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  th e  ^ n t i n o m ^ s  o f p r a c t i c a l  R easo n  
by show ing t h a t  b o th  th e  S t o i c  and th e  E p ic u r e a n  t h e o r i e s  
w i th  r e g a r d  to  th e  summum bonum r e s t  upon e r r o n e o u s  a s s u m p t io n s .  
Both o f  th e s e  s c h o o l s  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  v i r t u e  and h a p p in e s s  co u ld  be 
d e r iv e d  from  one a n o th e r  a n a l y t i c a l l y , th e  o n ly  d i f f e r e n c e  
betw een t h e i r  t h e o r i e s  b e in g  t h a t  th e  S t o i c s  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  th e
c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  o n e ’ s v i r t u e  was h a p p in e s s  w h i le  th e
E p ic u re a n s  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  t h a t  o n e ’ s maxims 
l e d  t o  h a p p in e s s  was v i r t u e .  B ut n e i t h e r  o f  th e s e  i s  t r u e .
V i r t u e  and h a p p in e s s  m ust be r e g a r d e d  a s  two d i s t in c t j e l e m e n t s  
of th e  summum bonum; th e y  form a  s y n t h e t i c  u n i t y , t h a t  i s  to  s a y ,  
the  one i s  n o t  i m p l i c i t  i n  th e  c o n c e p t  ofi th e  o t h e r .  I t  i s  
b e c a u se  th e y  a re  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from one a n o th e r  t h a t  R eason 
i n  c o n c e iv e in g  th e  I d e a  o f  th e  summum bonum w hich  i s  to  c o n ta in
O K .
them bo th , i s  in v o lv e d  i n  an A ntinom y, For s in c e  the  Id e a  o f 
the  s-.mmunijbonnm 4 s  n e c e s s a r y  and s i n c e  i t  u n i t e s  h a p p in e s s  and 
v i r t u e ,w e  a re  f a c e d  w i th  th e s e  a l t e r n a t i v e s j e i t h e r  th e  d e s i r e  
f o r  h a p p in e s s  p ro d u ce s  v i r t u e  o r  v i r t u e  p ro d u ce s  h a p p in e s s .
I t  i s  o b v io u s  t h a t  the  fo rm er i s  q u i t e  im p o s s i b l e , f o r  i t  h a s  '
been shown in  the  A n a ly t ic  t h a t  a  w i l l  which makes a c t i o n s  
dep en d en t on h a p p in e s s  iB n o t  d e te rm in e d  by th e  m ora l law a t  a l l .  
The l a t t e r  i s  a l s o  im p o s s ib le  "because  the  p r a c t i c a l  eo n ne o t io n  
of c au se s  and e f f e c t s  i n  th e  w orld  as  th e  r e s u l t  o f the  
d e te r m in a t io n  o f  th e  w i l l  does n o t  depend upon th e  m oral 
d i s p o s i t i o n s  o f  th e  w i l l  b u t  on th e  knowledge o f  th e  laws o f
n a t u r e  e n d  trie p h y s i c a l  power  t o  u s e  them i o r  o n e ' s  p u r p o s e s ; 
c o n s e q u e n t l y  r e  c a n n o t  e x p e c t  i n  t h e  world ,  toy t h e  a o s t
x
p u n c t i l i o u s  o tooerv .ne t ;  o i  t h e  m o r a l  l aw  a n y  n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n  
o f  h& o p in eo s  w i t h  v i r t u e  a d e q u a t e  t o  t n e  summum bonum. 5'
S i n c e  t h e r e  i s  no n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n  b e tw e e n  t h e  two w l e a w n t s  
o f  t h e  summum toon-mi,namely v i r t u e  and  h a p p i n e s s * i t  l o l i o v . s  t h a t  
t h e  oumriura bonum c a n n o t  toe r e a l i s e d  a t  a l l ; a n d  c o n s e q u e n t l y  i t  
a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  r a o ra l  law w h i c h  commands us  t o  p ro m o te  i t  i s  
d i r e c t e d  to  v a i n , i m a g i n a r y  e n d s ^ a n d  m u s t  toe f a l s e . h a n t  s o l v e s
O t _
th e  Ant inom y o f  p r a c t i c a l  r e a s o n  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  way.
I h e  f i r s t  p r o p o s i t i o n  -  t h a t  h a p p i n e s s  c a n  p r o d u c e  v i r t u e  -  i s  
a b s o l u t e l y  f a l s e .  The s e c o n d  p r o p o s i t i o n  -  t h a t  v i r t u e  m i g h t  
p ro m o te  h a p p i n e s s  -  h a s  b e e n  r e f u t e d  on t h e  g r o u n d  t h a t  i t  i s  
i m p o s s i b l e  f o r  t h e  m o r a l  law to h a v e  any  i n f l u e n c e  on t h e  w o r l d  
ox n a t u r e  w h ic h  i s  w h o l l y  d e t e r m i n e d  toy t h e  n a t u r a l  l a w s  o f  
c a u s a l i t y j i t  w a s , t h e r e f o r e , h e l d  t o  toe q u i t e  i m p o s s i b l e  t h a t
<x.‘M
v i t  t u o u c  c o n d u c t ,  t h a t  i s  c o n d u c t  .'^fel-eh--d-e t e rm i n tro—Hr.1; e l l ' a c c o r d ­
i n g  t o  an i n t e l l i g i b l e  c a u s a l i t y , c o u l d  i n  a n y  s a y  d e t e r m i n e  
t h e  n a t u r a l  s t « . t e  o f  t h e  a g e n t  t h e  l a t t e r  ■dr;p ond^, ^ n t i r e -ly -
tt*.
on^lav/s  o f  n a t u r e  . T h i s , h o w e v e r , i s  n o t  r e a l l y  a  sound  Uj g uaie n  t , f  o r  
i t  i s  o n l y  i f  we s a k e  t h e  law o f  n a t u r a l  c a u s a l i t y  t o  be  an  
a b s o l u t e  law t h a t  we h a v e  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  w o r l d  o f  n a t u r e  
c a n n o t  toe d e t e r m i n e d  b y  any  o t h e r  k i n d  of  c a u s a l i t y .  S i n c e ,  
h o w e v e r , t h e  w o r l d  o f  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  i s  mere  a p p e a r a n c e  t  i s  
q u i t e  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t i le o t h e r  c a u s a l  p r i n c i p l e  -  t h a t  o f  
c a u s a l i t y  t h r o u g h  f r e e d o m  -  s h o u ld  d e t e r m i n e  n o t  o n l y  t h e  
i n t e l l i g i b l e  w o r l d  tout a l s o  t h e  w o r ld  o f  n a t u r e , t h e  w o r ld  o f  
mere a p p e a r a n c e s .  I t  i s  .qui-t.s a s«o j-t~fevafr t h e
0.bjkjHS;!-
t h i n k  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  c o n n e c t i o n  b e tw e e n  them i s  a - r o u B W u W t
i ± 4 .  "f.
H, t  V  it «».«*. tic  < ’-^ 'jJi-6 l v .
and—j-uK-iiif-iabl-e—vde-a. T h e o re  t i c a l  /Reason h a s  n o t h i n g  'wiaatevex
v  . , „  R ................ ...
a g a i n s t  •s-ucri—an—i-tte-a,! or, h o w e v e r  s t r o n g l y  t n o o r e o i e a i  iveaetm
c a s t  i n s i s t  t h a t  e v e r y  c h a n g e  i n  t h e  w o r l d  o i  n a t u r e  i s  d e p e n d e n t
upon  t h e  l a v a  o f  n a t u r a l  c a u s a l i t y  i t  i s  a t  t h e  same t im e  aw are
o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  n a t u r e  i s  mere  a p p e a r a n c e  and  o f  t n e  p o o s i o i l i t y
o f  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a n o t h e i  k i n d  o f  c a u s a l i t y ,  -low s i -nee- t h e o r e t i c
k-c.-.J'
a l  l e a s o n  c a n n o t  r a i s e  -any o b j e c t i o n  an a  -o i n ec  p r a c t i c a l  R e a s o n
id
makes  u s  c o n s c i o u s  o f  a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  law  w h ich ^m ak es  u s  c o n c e i v e  
t h e  I d e a  o f  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  ox o u r  s t a t e  i n  t h e  w o r l d  o f  s e n s e  
b y  a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  l a v . , i t  f o l l o w s  t h a t  t n e  idea ,  co n c e iv e s ,  by 
p r a c t i c a l  ’ e ; s o n  i s  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  n o t  i m p o s s i b l e  and p r a c t i c a l l y  
r d a l .  -h a t , i s  ac.lu f i l  1 y imp-i i e g . - ln„ t^r .a - laaa- .d ,s - .x tua—esi-i a t a n ce o f
p ■ t h i s  ■ a upev-nra-faa -i -a l —be-i-ng— uh d-■ b r i n g - abo-ut  
t - h ,  i nv» i -  n  i r  i . . . ^ ^  9 p p ? r t l a n
t-e—■t he—rurhvu j ■e.-I— be-f-n :-•• de s e r ved  ; h e -
wau Ld. ■.-a.- ke- th e  ■■n a t u r a l ' b e i n g  -depende n t ■■on-hi-3
.m ora l  v i r t u e .
I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to  compare  r i a n t ’ s  s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e
CL
Antinomy o f  p r a c t i c a l  R e a s o n  w i t h  h i s  s o l u t i o n  o x  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  
ca
A n t in o m ie s .R u c h  a  c o m p a r i s o n  shows t h a t  a l t h o u g h  th e  m ethod  o f  
s o l u t i o n  i s  t h e  same i n  b o t h  c a s e s  -  t h e  method  b e in g  to  show 
t h a t  i t  i s  o n l y  b e c a u s e  a p p e a r a n c e s  a r e  t a k e n  t o  be  t h i n g s  i n  
t h e m s e l v e s  t h a t  t h e  A n t in o m ie s  a n i s e  -  t h e r e  a r e  n e v e r t h e l e s s  
c o n s i d e r a b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  th e  two c a s e s .  I n  t h e  C r i t i q u e  
o f  Pure  R e a s o n  -Cant c o u l d  do no .aoie tn an  show t h a t  t h e  I d e a  o f  
a  s u p e - r s e n s i b l e  w o r l d  v/as n o t  s e l l - c o n t r a d i c t o r y .  P r a c t i c a l  
■ c a s o n , o n  th e  o t h e r  h a n d , c a n  a c t u a l l y  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  
ouch a  w o r l d , b e c a u s e  i n  t h e  s p h e r e  o f  p r a c t i c e  a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  
law i s  g i v e n  and b e c a u s e  a s  a  c o n s e q u e n c e  o f  t h i s  p r a c t i c a l  Reason
- t ± S’. n t> .
n c «  s s a r i i y  c o n c e i v e s  the ■.dee. o r  a  u n i t y  o i  t h e  w o r ld  o i  n a t u r e
t-n-.x t h e  w o r l d  oi' f reedom */ ,  b e i n g  -who d e t e r  l i n e s  h i s  a c t i o n s  i n
a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  i n  a b s o l u t e  lav, f i n d s  i t  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  b e l i e v e
t h a t  t h e  two w o r l d s  t o  w h i c h  he  b e l o n g s  h a v e  n o t h i n g  to  do w i t h
one a n o t h e r . i l i s  ’ e a o o n  n e c e s s a r i l y  c o n c e i v e s  t h e  I d e a  o f  a  summum
bonum w h ic h  u n i t e s  t h e  w o r l d  o f  n a t u r e  and t h e  w o r l d  o f  f r e e d o m .
C o n t i n u i n g  my e x p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  D i a l e c t i c  o f  
ll*JK
p r a c t i c a l  h e a o o n , I  w i s h  n nv i e  ex am in e  th e  c h a p t e r  on "The 
I m m o r t a l i t y  o f  t h e  S o u l  a s  a  P o s t u l a t e  o f  p u r e  P r a c t i c a l  K easo n *  * 
file f o l l o w i n g  a r e  th e  m e in  p o i n t s  o f  .Cant * s  a rgumen t  * The r e a l i s a t ­
i o n  o f  t h e  sumduii bo m  m i s  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  o b j e c t  o f  a  w i l l  w h ic h  
i.-. detern i n a b l e  by t h e  m o r a l  l aw .h o w  th e  suprem e c o n d i t i o n  o f  
t h e  sutraum b a num i s  the p e r f e c t  c o n f o r m i t y  o f  t h e  a g e n t  t o  t h e
m o ra l  l a w . T h i s  h o w e v e r  i s  s o m e t h i n g  o f  w h i c h  no r a t i o n a l  b e i n g
A
i n  tn e  wo-r-hr.i—o-P-i- ^ n ^  i s  c a p a b l e  a t  any  moment o f  h i s  e x i s t e n c e .  
Tiie demand, w h i c h  i s  mt.de i s  t h a t  a  b e i n g  b e l o n g i n g  t o  t h e  s o n o i o l e  
w or ld  s h o u l d  be a b s o l u t e l y  p e r f e e t , t h a t  i t  s h o u l d  p o s s e s s  a  h o l y
hs,
w i l l . b i n c c ' t h i s  c a n  n e v e r  be f u l l y  r e a l i s e d  b y  a  f i n i t e  b e i n g ,  
i t  can  o n l y  be f o u n d  i n  an  i n f i n i t e  p r o g r e s s ,  " y i n c c  n e v e r t h e l e s s  
i t  £ h o i in e s i£ [  i s  r e q u i r e d  a s  p r a c t i c a l l y  n e c e s s a r y  i t  can  o n l y  
be r o u n d  in  a  p r o g r e s s  a d  i n f i n i t u m  tow ards  t h a t  p e r f e c t  a c c o r d ­
ance  and on th e  p r i n c i p l e  of p u r e  p r a c t i c a l  K e as o n  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  
p r a c t i c a l
t o  assume s u c h  a  p V / j p r o g r e s s  a s  t n e  r e a l  o b j e c t  o f  t n e
N  o~
w i l l . "  ( c . I r .F - *  ) C- i n e -e su ch  an  i n f i n i t e  p r o g r e s s  c a n n o t  be
assumed u n l e s s  we assume th e  i n f i n i t e  d u r a t i o n  o f  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  
o f  th e  f i n i t e  r a t i o n a l  b e i n g , t h a t  i s  t t h e  i m m o r t a l i t y  o f  h i s  s o u l ,  
and s i n c e , a s  we h a v e  s e e n i t  i s  a  n e c e s s a r y  I d e a  o f  p r a c t i c a l  
- fc&son  t o  assume t h e  f o r m e r  . i t  i s  p l a i n  t h a t  t h e  l a t t e r  m u s t  a l s o  
or a s s u m e d . f h e  i c w i o r t a l i t y  o f  th e  s o u l  i s , t h u s , a  p o s t u l a t e  o f  
p u re  p r a c t i c a l  ] e a s o n , a  p o s t u l a t e  b e i n g  ’‘a  t h e o r e t i c a l  p r o p o s i t i o n  
n o t  d e m o n s t r a b l e  a s  such^ b u t  w h ich  i s  an  i n s e p a r a b l e  r e s u l t  o f  a n
±±cr. m7.
u n c o n d i t i o n a l  a  p r i o r i  p - s c t i c a l  'v 0 . P r .1. .  o )
-Cant’ a a r g u m e n t  w i l l  h e l p  a s  t o  u n d e r o t& n d  m ore  
c l e a r i y  t h e  p e c u l i a r  m e a n in g  w h i c h  h e  a t t a c h e s  t o  t h e  I d e a s  o i  
lceaB on ,and  i n  pa.: t i o p l a r  t h e  n a t u r e  o i  t n e  o b j e c t i v i t y  u n i o n  h e  
a s c r i b e « to  th e m ,  the  a r g u m e n t  u n i o n  we f i n d  h e r e  i s  a g a i n  a  
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a r g u m e n t , i . e . a n d  a rg u m e n t  w h i c h  r e s t s  upon 
p r i n c i p l e s  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  f rom  t h o s e  w h i c h  e i t h e r  a  d o g m a t i c  
o r  a  s c e p t i c a l  p h i l o s o p h y  w ould  p u t  f o r w a r d ,  f i le  l a t t e r  w ould  
d e n y  t h e  i m m o r t a l i t y  oi' th e  s o u l  a l t o g e t h e r »and  t h e  fo rm e i 
w ou ld  r e g a r d  i t  a s  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  d e m o n s I r a b l e . i h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  
p h i l o s o p h y  t a k e s  a n  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  p o i n t  o f  v i e w . B i n c e  
p e r f e c t  v i r t u e  i s  u n a t t a i n a b l e , s i n c e  we can  o n ly  apprcoaoh i t  y ijijC  
and n e v e r  f u l l y  r e a l i s e  i  t f we m u s t , a s  we h a v e  s e e n , a s s u m e  th e  
i m m o r t a l ! t y  o f  t h e  s o u l . B u t  t h i s  a s s u m p t i o n  i s  n o t  a  t h e o r e t i c a l  
dogma, f h e  i m m o r t a l i t y  jfeof t h e  s o u l  i s  n o t  a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  
o b j e c t  w h ic h  we can  k n o w ; i t  i s  an  I d e a  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  w h ic h  
we can  a c t .W e  c o n c e i v e  t h i s  I d e a  w i t h o u t  h a v i n g  any  t h e o r e t i c a l  
know ledge  o f  i t .  5-fa-i o -gi v e n —to  us  n o --a  more i d e a .  be  a r e
commanded t o  r e a l i s e  i t , b u t  we can  n e v e r  f u l l y  do so jw e  can  o n l y
J  t fiura.Lt*
t r y  t o  a p p r o a c h  n e a r e r  and  n e a r e r  t o  p e r f e c t i o n ,  i h e  L tor e s - ' '
In-j’fti. $>f-Vt'c f. /o  6-®
b e l i e v e d —t h a t  p e -f -e o t  v i r t u e  w»e r e a i i o a b x e  i n  t u i s  w o r I d . n a n t
d e n i e s  t h i s j p e r f e o t  v i r t u e  i s  a n  I d e a , a n d  t h i s  i m p l i e s  t h a t  we
S-zMr-o fo
can  n e v e r  a . t t a i n  t o  i t . A n  I d e a  *Pty a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t , a n d  i t s
d e t e r m i n i n g
f u n c t i o n  i s  to  make t h e  f i n i t e  b e i n g  c a p a b l e  o f  d u t p T A l f t t f g g  
h i m s e l f  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  i t # o r  to  maice h im  s t r i v e  f o r  x t a  
r e a l i s a t i o n  i n  t h e  f i n i t e  v / o r l d ^ a l t h o u g h  ne  knows t h a t  h e  can  
n e v e r  f u l l y  r e a l i s e  i t .  I n  e x e r c i s i n g  t h i s  f u n c t i o n , t h e  I d e a  i s  
r e a l  w h e t h e r  i t  be  a  t h e o r e t i c a l  o r  a  p r a c t i c a l  I d e a . i d e a s  a r e
id  G-reCV n -e ^
g i v e n  u s  n o t  t h a t  we sh o u l d im a g in e  t h a t  we can  t r a n s c e n d  t h e  
A fck tfreU-/” k'ety
s e n s i b l e  w o r l d , b u t  t h a t  i n  the  s e n s i b l e  v .o r l a  v/t hen  I d  d e t e r m i n eA
jt n j
i n  a c c o r d a n c e  i  Hi tiiera
vrrf-W
^ii rcr ior ta l i  t y  a r e  g i v e n  us &e- t h a t  we s h o u l d  t r y  to be as  v i r t u o u s  
a s  we can “b e . P e r f e c t  g o o d n e s s  and H o l i n e s s  can be  a t t a i n e d  by
made o u t  t o  be i n d u l g e n t  and c o n fo rm a b le  t o  our c o n v e n i e n c e , o r  
el&e men s t f o i n  t h e i r  n o t i o n s  o f  t h e i r  v o c a t i o n  ana t h e i r  
e x p e c t a t i o n  t o  an  u n a t t a i n a b l e  g o a l  h o p in g  to  a c q u i r e  c o m p le te
t h e o s o p h ic  dreams w h ich  w h o l ly  c o n t r a d i c t  se l f -know ledge«S ? i  b o t h  
c. e e s  th e  u n c e a s i n g  e f f o r t  to  obey p u n c t u a l l y  and t h o r o u g h l y  a/  
s t r i c t  and i n f l e x i b l e  command o f  I  e a s o n ,w h ic h  i s  y e t  n o t  dead  
b u t  r e a l , i s  o n l y  h i n d e r e d .  F o r  a  r a t i o n a l  b u t  U n i t e  b e in g  the  
o n ly  t h i n g  p o s s i b l e  i s  an e n d l e s s  p r o g r e s s  f rom th e  low er  to  
h i g h e r  d e g r e e s  o f  m o ra l  p e r f e c t i o n . 11 T ha t  human b e in g s  a r e  
i n c a p a b l e  o f  e v e r  r e a c h i n g  m ora l  p e r f e c t i o n  we c o u ld  i n f e r , i f  
from n o t h i n g  e l s e , f r o m  the f a c t  t h a t  t h e i r  a c t i o n s  t ak e  p l a c e  
i n  time.We must  remember t h a t  i t  h a s  a l r e a d y  been  shown i n  the  
C r i t iq u e  o f  Pure  ~ eason  t h a t  Reason  i n  fo rm in g  i t s  c o n c e p t s  o r  
I d e a s  does  n o t  t a k e  any a c c o u n t  o f  t i m e .  I t  h a s  been  shown t h a t  
we can n e v e r  have t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge o f  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t s  
o-p- Id esre b e c a u se  a l l  such  o b j e c t s  a r e  q u i t e  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  t im e ,  
w hereas  o u r  k n o w le d g e ,b e in g  d ep en d e n t  on i n t u i t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d ­
i n g ,  i s  a lw ays  s u c c e s s i v e .  We can have no knowledge o f  an  o b j e c t  
which i s  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  our s u c c e s s i v e  a p p r e h e n s i o n , / / / /  i . e .  
i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  t im e .O n ly  a  b e in g  posaedded  o f  e i t h e r  an 
i n t e l l e c t u a l  i n t u i t i o n  o r  an  i n t u i t i v e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  c o u lu  a c q u i r e  
knowledge o f  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t s ,  ( see  above ) i n  the  
fo rm a t io n  o f  th e  I d e a s  o f  p r a c t i c a l  Reason t h e r e  i s  the  same 
n e g l e c t  o f  t im e . . In  fo rm in g  th e  I d e a  o f  h o l i n e s s  we do n o t  t a k e
us o n l y  i n  an e n d l e s s  p r o g r e s s . I f  t h i s  f a c t  i s  o v e r l o o k e d , t u e n  
,a e i t h e r  t h e  m o r a l  lav; i s  q u i t e  d e g ra d e d  f rom  i t s  h o l i n e s s ^ b e i n g  
h o l i n e s s  o f  w i l l  and so t h e y  l o s e  t h e m s e lv e s  i n  f a n t a s t i c a l
± ± C .  1 1 %
taij- a c c o u n t  o f  the f a c t  t h a t  human a c t i o n s  t a k e  p l a c e  i n  t i m e ,  
o r  t h a t  t h e  p r o g r e s s  oi' th e  f i n i t e  b e i n g  to w a rd s  p e r f e c t i o n  i s  
a  pro; r e s s  i n  t im e # /  s e r i e s  o i  human a c t s  »t-ven i i  i t  were  a  
c o n t i n u o u s  p r o g r e s s  f rom the  w orse  to  th e  m o r a l l y  b e t  t e r , would  be  
u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  f-o-s t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  h o l i n e s s . T h i s  c o n c e p t  c o u ld  
o n l y  be u n d e r s t o o d  by an i n f i n i t e  b e i n g , i . e . a  b e i n g  w h ich  i s  
i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  t ime#To su ch  a  b e in g  th e  p r o g r e s s i v e  s e r i e s  
would be an i n d i v i s i b l e  whole  w h ich  i t  would be a b l e  to comprehend 
i n  a  single-  i n t e l - e c t u & l  i n t u i t i o n .  "The i n f i n i t e  b e i n g ,  t o  whom 
the c o n d i t i o n  o f  t ime i s  n o t h i n g , s e e s  i n  t h i s  to  u s  e n d l e s s  
s u c c e s s i o n  a  whole  o f  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  the  m o ra l  l a w ; and the  
h o l i n e s s  which  *Ki3  command i n e x o r a b l y  r e q u i r e s , i n  o r d e r  to  be 
true, to  h i s  j u s t i c e  i n  th e  s h a r e  which  he  a s s i g n s  to e a c h  i n  
th e  sumraum bonum.i s  t o  be found  i n  a  s i n g l e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  i n t u i t i o n  
o f  the  whole e x i s t e n c e  o f  r a t i o n a l  b e i n g s . - '  ( 0 .  f 'r  »T'.. k.6'5, b64 . )
Y.'e s ee  h e re  t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  P o s t u l a t e , t h a t  o f  
th e  i m m o r t a l i t y  o f  th e  s o u l , l e a d s  im m e d ia te ly  t o  th e  s e c o n d , t h a t  
o f  the  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a s u p e r s e n s i b l e  b e in g ,G o d .  h u n t ’ s  a rgum ent  
b e g in s  from th e  f a c t  t h a t  the  sumnum bonua c o n t a i n s , a . ,  h a s  been  
e x p l a i n e d , t w o  e l e m e n t s , n a m e ly , I T o r a l i ty  and h a p p in e s s . ! .o w f t h e r e  
i s  n o t h in g  i n  the  m o ra l  law i t s e l f  which would g iv e  u s  g rou n ds  
f o r  b e l i e v i n g  in  a  n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n  bwtween t h e s e  two. S i n c e ,
iWV- -'f
however ,w-:  ^p r e s u p p o s e  such  a  c o n n e c t io n ,w e  c a n n o t  do o t h e r w i s e  fyL 
th an  assume th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  supreme cause  c o n t a i n i n g  the  
p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  c o n n e c t i o n ,  t h a t  -a-s -^'tnc; p r i n o i -pl w of  t h e eacK-ct- 
harmony of  h y-.  e have to assume the
t-fT-vva^ -
e x i s t e n c e  o f  a supreme b e in g  d i s t i n c t  from n a t u r e  which 4 -e the  
cJl-rj-w/" fcc±J~ ie,
csu-Bw— our a c t u a l  s t a t e  W wtg  d e te r m in e d  i n  a cc o rd a n c e  w i t h  
our  m ora l  c h a r a c t e r .  “T h e r e fo r e  t h e  sum.ium bonura i s  p o s s i b l e  i n  
the w or ld  o n ly  on the  s u p p o s i t i o n  of  a  supreme Being  h a v in g  a  
c a u s a l i t y  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  to  m o ra l  c h a r a c t e r " . ( C . P r  j F .-,66) (  i t  in
i± 9 ,iu > .
n o t  nccfc.yai..ry i 'o r  u s  to  c o n c e rn  o u r s e l v e s  w i t h  t h e  d e t a i l s  oi' 
. . ' a n t ' s  a rgum en t  h e r e - , f o r  th e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e  i s  a l l  t h a t  we 
a re  h e r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n .  t h e r e  i s , h o w e v e r , o n e  p o i n t  o i  w h ich  we 
must  t a k e  a c c o u n t .  .Cant’ s d o c t r i n e  o f  p r a c t i c a l  i d e a s  s tem s  to  
c o n t a i n  a  g  e a t  many c o n t r a d i c t o r y  s t a t e m e n t s *  For  i n s t a n c e , w e  
a re  t o l d  t h a t  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  assum ing  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  God 
i s  m e r e ly  s u b j e c f i v e  jjC . P r . f  . 1 6 7 ) , t h a t  i t  i s  o n ly  "because o f  
the  s u b j e c t i v e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  o u r  r e a s o n  t h a t  we f i n d  i t  i m p o s s i b l e  
to  assume a  n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n  b e tw een  th e  m o ra l  anu t h e  n a t u r a l  
w o r ld s  w i t h o u t  assum ing  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  supreme b e in g  ( C .P r . R .  
2 9 1 .2 9 2 . )  I n —oirhe-T—pira ce-s, however ,we a r e  t o l d  t h a t  p r a c t i c a l  
i d e a s  o r  P o s t u l a t e s  e n a b l e  us  t o  ha^e  a  d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p t  o f  the  
s u p e r s e n s i b l e  (O. Pr.R .2 86)  , and t h a t  to s t r i v e  a f t e r  the  summum 
bonmn i s  o b j e c t i v e l y  n e c e s . a r y s  f h e  l a t t e r  i s , i n  R a n t ' s  w o rd s ,
II
"an L b s o l u t e l y  n e c e s s a r y  r e q u i r e m e n t ” f o e d u r f n i s i n  s c h l e c h t e y d ^ f l g  
no tw end ig c r  b p l c h t  ‘’ ) f C .P r  ,V *2 8 8 , 289«) jWe may re/aembei h e r e  t h a t  
when we had  to  examine R a n t ’ s  d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  t h e o r e t i c a l  I d e a s  
a  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  th e  same k in d  a rose ,W e found  i t  d i f f i c u l t  to  
d e c id e  w h e th e r  on .Rant’s v iew th e  t h e o r e t i c a l  I d e a s  were 
s u b j e c t i v e  or o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s . T h e r e  were a  number o f  s t a t e ­
ments  which seemed to  s u g g e s t  t h a t  a n t  r e g a r d e d  the  I d e a s  aL- 
m e r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e , and t h e r e  were o t h e r s  which  su g g e s t e d  t h a t  he 
th o u g h t  o f  them a s  o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s . W e  must a l s o  remember 
t h a t  we su c ce ed e d  i n  showing t h a t  h i s  d o c t r i n e  o f  I d e a s  was n o t  
r e a l l y  i n c o n s i s t e n t ,  b e  have seen  t h a t  h a n t  a s c r i b e s  a  p e c u l i a r  
k in d  of  o b j e c t i v i t y  to  the  t h e o r e t i c a l  I d e a s ,  he s h a l l  now see  
t h a t  th e  same i s  t r u e  of  h i s  d o c t r i n e  o f  p r a c t i c a l  I d e a s .  The 
p o i n t  i s  d i s c u s  r e d  by Rant  i n  hap t e r  7 o f  the  r> ia lec t ic^"How i s  
i t  p o s s i b l e  to  c o n c e iv e  an e x t e n s i o n  o f  pu re  Reason i n  a  p r a c t i c a l  
p o i n t  o f  v i e w , w i t h o u t  i t s  knowledge a s  s p e c u l a t i v e  be in g  e n l a r g e d
I
t x  I .
u t  tilt; s a n e  o *?"The p ro b lem  is*,'How can  an  l u e u  o i  p r a c t i c a l
T t w o n » t i  p r a c t i c a l  ” os  t u l a t e , e x t e n d  1 e&sou’ s  knowledge i n  a
u r v . c t i o a l  s e n s e  w i t h o u t  a t  t h e  i n c v e a s ih g j i  os t h e o r e t i c a l
know ledge?*  The i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o i  an  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e o r e t i c a l
know l e d g e  by a c u i e  o f  p r a c t i c a l  I d e a s  f o l l o w s  f rom  t h e  n a t u r e
o f  a t h e o r e t i c a l  o b j e c t . / . n  o b j e c t  oi t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge c a n ~ o t
bt d e te r m i n e d  by acre  t h o u g h t ; i f  we a r c  to  mow an  o b j e c t
t h e o r e t i c a l l y  i t  m ust  be g iv e n  to us i n  i n t u i t i o n . . . r a o t i c a i  j eauoi
on t h e  o t h e r  h a n d , I n  c o n c c i v / i n g  p r a c t i c a l  I d e a s  can  ho no ..lore
t h a n  prove t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t  o b j e c t s  towards  which  our- w i l x  m ust
be  d i r e c t e d *  T h is  c o n c e p t  o f  an o b j e c t  i n  g e n e r a l  c a in .o t  be
[ t h e o r e t i c a l
c o n s i d e r e d  a d e q u a te  t o  g i v e  u^knp\Mledg©• I t  f o l l o w s  t h a t  p r n c t i c i  
T e a so n  does  n o t  p r o v i d e  t h e o r e t i c a l  l e a s o n  w i t h  t h e o r e t i c a l  know­
le d g e  o f  super s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t s .A n d  y e t , a l t h o u g h  our  t h e o r e t i c a l  
knowledge o f  o b j e c t s  h a s  n o t  been  i n c r e a s e d  i n  t h a t  w a y , t h e o r e t i c *  
r e a s o n  i t s e l f  h a s  g a in e d  in  i t s  knowledge o f  t h e  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  
i n  g e n e r a l  by the h e l p  of  p r a c t i c a l  b e a c o n . F o r  t h e o r e t i c a l  
l e a s o n  by i t s e l f  was u n a b le  to say  a n y t h i n g  more a b o u t  t h e  s u p e r ­
s e n s i b l e  t h a n  t h a t  i t  co u ld  n o t  be d e n ie a  t h a t  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  
o b j e c t s  m ig h t  exist™ The p o s i t i o n  i s  q u i t e  d i f l e i e n t  now t h a t  
t h e o r e t i c a l  I ear.on a c t u a l l y  knows t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  such  o b j e c t s .
H a t  -S ince t h o s e ' o b j e c t s  a r e  g i v e n  to  Reason "on p r a c t i c a l  g ro u n d s
and f o r  p r a c t i c a l  u s e " ,  t h e o r e t i c a l  rea son ,  m ust  n o t  imagine  t h a t
veV"
i t  can know th e m . i n  opirt'e- o f  t ii i -c  i t  may be a s s e r t e d  t h a t  i n  th e  
sp h e re  o f  the  p r a c t i c a l  t h e y  a r e  n o t  m e r e ly  t r a n s c e n d e n t  and 
r e g u l a t i v e  b u t  immanent and c o n s t i t u t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s .  " In  t h i s  
th ey  become immanent and c o n s t i t u t i v e , b e in g  the so u rc e  o f  th e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  r e a l i s i n g  th e  n e c e s s a r y  o b j e c t  o f  p u re  p r a c t i c a l  
l e a s o n  ( th e  summUm bonurn);w he reas  a p a r t  from t h i s  t h e y  a r e  
t r a n s c e n d e n t , a n d  m e r e ly  r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  s p e c u l a t i v e
I
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I t. a s  on,  w h ich  do n o t  r e q u i r e  i t  t o  assume a  n e v  o b j e c t  beyond 
expey i e n c e , b u t  o n l y  t o  b r i n g  i t s  uao i n  c - . p t v i e n c e  n e ta  e r  to  
c o i a p l e t e n e s s .  »( C . -h . ! .  . 27a )  iiow o u  .Ccoafr . iu j  t h a t  t h e  I d e a s  oi  
p r a c t i c a l  R eason  a r e  c o n s t i t u t i v e  and immanent p r i n c i p l e o V  ±• in  
bc.-cc.u--u jFor him p r a c t i c a l  l e a so n  i s  n o t  a t  a i l  concerned- w i k i  
t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge or? s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t s ;  i t s  o n ly  i n t e r e s t  
.is t h a t  the  s e n s i b l e  b e in g  sh o u ld  d e t e r m i n e  h i s  a c t i o n s  i n  
a c c o rd a n c e  v / i t h  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  I d e a s * t h a t  he s h o u l d  nave s u p e r -  
s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t s  t o  d i r e c t  h i s  a c t i o n s  i n  th e  s e n s i b l e  v v o r ld . lc  
i s  l o r  t h i s  r e a s o n  t h a t  i n  the  p r a c t i c a l  s p h e r e  the .acre t h i n k i n g  
o i  a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t  i s  a l l  t h a t  R eason  c o u ld  p o s s i b l y  w a n t .  
In  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  sp h e re * o n  th e  o t h e r  h a n d * th e  f a c t  t h a t  an  
Idea  can  n e v e r  g iv e  u s  knowledge o f  a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t  m ust  
be  r e g a r d e d  a s  a  d i s a d v a n t a g e , f o r  t h e o r e t i c a l  R eason  i s  i n t e r e s t e d  
i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  i t s  o b j e c t s  t h e o r e t i c a l l y ■ P r a c t i c a l  R eason  i s  
i n t e r e s t e d  i n  n o t h i n g  b u t  a c t i o n s , a n d  our a c t i o n s  can  be d e t e r . n in -
u
ed by means o f  mere t h o u g h t .  P r a o t i o o l --— need o n ly  t h in k  
th e  I d e a s , a n d  a c t  a c c o r d i n g  to  them.A p r a c t i c a l  c o n c e p t , u n l i k e  
a  t h e o r e t i c a l  c o n c e p t ^ i s  n o t  a  mere form  o f  t h o u g h t ,  how the
o b j e c t  o f  p r a c t i c a l  R eason  -  the  summum bonum -  can be g i v e n  to
rW?
us  i s  a  q u e s t i o n  wi-feh which p r a c t i c a l  R eason  need  n o t  ■ c o n c e r n 
jrtoTTl f . A l l  t h a t  m a t t e r s  i s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  su ch  an o b j e c t , T h e  
mere c o n ce p t  o f  an  o b j e c t  i n  g e n e r a l  s a t i s f i e s  p r a c t i c a l  R easo n ,  
because  i t  i s  n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e o r e t i c a l  k n o w l e d g e .T h e o r e t i c a l  
R e aso n ,o n  the  o t h e r  h a n d , c a n n o t  make use  o f  i t s  i d e a s .T h e y  can-.o t  
g ive  i t  th e  o b j e c t i v e  knowledge a t  which  i t  a i m s , f o r ,  as  h a s  been  
shown in  th e  f i r s t  C r i t i q u e . t h e o r e t i c a l  c o n c e p t s  a r e  mere form s 
o f  though t  and can t to t  g iv e  us knowledge o f  o b j e c t s .
I f  we w ish  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  th e  fu n d am e n ta l  d i f f e r e n c e  
be tweets t h e o r e t i c a l  and p r a c t i c a l  i d e a s  a s  r e g a r d s  t h e i r  o b j e c t ­
ive  v a l i d i t y  we need o n ly  t a k e  h u n t ' s  te rm  ' r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s *
4 « r .  i
. .mite  l i t e r a l l y , t h a t  i s^  a-; m ean ing  p r i n c i p l e s  waioki p r o v i d e  us 
v / i th  r u l e s *  T h i s  makes i t  c l e a r a t  once t h a t  b o t h  t h e o r e t i c a l  
and p r a c t i c a l  I d e a s  a r e  m e r e l y  r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s * f o r  n e i t h e r  
oi' them c - n  r i v e  u s  knowledge o i s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j c c t s j n e z t a e r
o i  them i s  a  c o n s t i t u t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  i n  the  s e n s e  i n  w h ich  the
be tw een  t h e  two k i n d s  o f  I d e a s  i s  t h a t  p r a c t i c a l  r e a s o n  i n  
p r o v i d i n g  a r u l e  i s  p r o v i d i n g  e x a c t l y  v/hat i t  rec jv i i ies  i 02 i t s  
p u r p o s e s , w h e rea s  t h e o r e t i c a l  I .ea so n  i s  n o t  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e
must  be r e g a r d e d  a. a  d i s a d v a n t a g e .  A p r a c t i c a l  i d ee  can  be 
c a l l e d  a  c o n s t i t u t i v e  o r  immanent p r i n c i p l e ,  be ca u se  v/hat p r a c t i c a .
?"e a so n  r e q u i r e s  <ar -6--r u l »6 a c c o r d i n g  to  w h ich  i t  can d e te rm in e  
i t v f e l f  and the  o b j e c t s  which  i t  h a s  t o  r e a l i s e . P r a c t i c a l  L e a so n  
i s  i n  no way c o n c e rn e d  about  th e  s o - c a l l e d  o b j e c t i v e  e x i s t e n c e  
oi . i t s  o b j e c t s , ,  I t  i s  n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  knowing w h e th e r  t h e  s o u l  
i s  im m o r ta l  o r  w h e th e r  God e x i s t s . i t  assumes b o t h , a n d  i n  d o in g  
so g i v e s  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  a c t i o n .  A l l  t h a t  i t  n e e d s  i s  a  r e g u l a t i v e  
p r i n c i p l e  which  w i l l  make th e  f i n i t e  b e in g  s t r i v e  f o r  the  
r e a l i s a t i o n  o f  th e  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t , w h i c h  w i l r  u rg e  him to  
a c t  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  th e  m o ra l  law and th u s  r e a l i s e  th e  
summum bonum in  h i s  a c t i o n s . T h u s  i n  th e  p r a c t i c a l  f i e l d  th e  
i d e a l  r u l e  i s  a  g e n u i n e l y  immanent or  o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e .
v a n ta g e  t h a t  i t  can o n ly  p r o v id e  a  r u l e  and c a n n o t  know a  
s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t o r  p roduce  c o n s t i t u t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s
l i k e  th o se  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g .
At the  end o f  my e x p o s i t i o n  o f  th d  C r i t i c u e  of  
• A a c t i o a l  L ea so n  I  sh o u ld  l i k e  to  p o i n t  o u t  once mor.e t h a t  v/hat
c a t e g o r i e s  o f  the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  a r e . i ’he  f u n d a m e n ta l  d i f f e r e n c e
p r o d u c t i o n  o f  a  mere vu l e , a n d  the  f a c t  t h a t  i t  can  do no more
1 Jtj).
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j t h e o r e t i o a l  T t.at;,on, 0 n t h e 0 t fre r - h emd-,must r e g a r d  i t  a., a  d i s a d
I  have t r i e d  t o  show i s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n
JsA\)
b e tw een  t h e  ,two C r i t i q u e s  i n  t h a t  t h e y  b o t h  r e s t  upon the  
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  t h a t  th e  v /or ld  o f  s e n se  i s  n o t  
th e  w o r ld  o f  t h i n g s  i n  t h e m s e l v e s .  The C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure  L e a so n  
h a s  shown t h a t  t h e o r e t i c a l  E easo n  c a n n o t  know s u p e r s e n s i b l e  
o b j e c t s , a n d  t h a t  th e  I d e a s  o f  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t s  which  i t  
c o n c e iv e s  a r e  m e r e ly  r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s  which  can do no more 
f o r  us  t h a n  p r o v i d e  us  w i t h  p r i n c i p l e s  f o r  t h e  s y s t e m a t i s a t i o n  
o f  our e m p i r i c a l  k n o w led ge . The C r i t i que o f  P r a c t i c a l  R eason  h a s  
shown t h a t  i n  t h e  p r a c t i c a l  f i e l d  we can  t r a n s c e n d  t h e  w o r ld  o f  
s e n 8 e ,a n d  can r e a l i s e  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t s . B u t  i t  h a s  a l s o  
conf i rm ed  t h e  v iew  o f  th e  f i r s t  C r i t i que t h a t  no t h e o r e t i c a l  
knowledge o f  such  o b j e c t s  i s  p o s s i b l e .  There  i s  one o t h e r  p o i n t  
which seems to  me v e r y  i m p o r t a n t .  We have  s e en  t h a t  i n  th e  Cri t i que 
of  P u re JP ea so n  Kant n o t  o n l y  d e n i e s  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e o r e t i c a l  
knowledge o f  t h i n g s  i n  t h e m s e l v e s , b u t  a l s o  a s s e r t s  t h a t  t h i s  i s  
n o t  t o  be r e g a r d e d  a s  a  d i sa d v an tag e^  f o r  such knowledge would 
i n  h i s  o p i n io n  be b o t h  u n n e c e s s a r y  and dangerous.Human F e a s o n ,  
i f  i t  were c a p a b le  o f  g i v i n g  us  such  k n o w le d g e ,m ig h t ,h e  h o l d s , b e  
tem pted  to  abandon i t s  p r o p e r  t a s k  o f  e n q u i r i n g  i n t o  the  n a t u r e  
of  th e  s e n s i b l e  w o r ld .T h u s  m e ta p h y s ic s  i n  th e  wrong s e n s e p i . e .  a 
m e ta p h y s ic s  which  would d e r i v e  the  w o r ld  of  s e n se  from t h e  s u p e r ­
s e n s i b l e  I d e a s  i n s t e a d  of  r e a l i s i n g  th e  l a t t e r  i n  th e  fo rm e r ,w o u ld  
c o r r u p t  s c i e n c e . I n  t h e  C r i t i que o f  P r a c t i c a l  L eason  we l e a r n  t h a t  
t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge o f  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t s , i f  i t  were p o s s i b l e ,  
would d e s t r o y  n o t  o n ly  our  s c i e n t i f i c  knowledge b u t  a l s o  our 
m o r a l i t y .  Kant d e a l s  v / i th  t h i s  second  p o i n t  -  the  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  
m o r a l i t y  which would be b r o u g h t  abo u t  by an e x t e n s i o n  o f  t h e o r e t i c a l  
knowledge to  the  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  -  i n  the  c o n c lu d in g  s e c t i o n  o f  th e
D i a l e c t i c  o f  Pure  P r a c t i c a l  r e a s o n * " O f  th e  Wise A d a p t a t i o n  o f  man' 
C o g n i t i v e  F a c u l t i e s  to  h i s  P r a c t i c a l  D e s t i n a t i o n " , which I  w i s h  
t o  q uo te  a lm o s t  i n  f u l l .  "Suppose now t h a t  i n  t h i s  m a t t e r  n a t u r e  
had  conformed to  our w i s h , a n d  had g i v e n  us t h a t  c a p a c i t y  of  
d i s c e r n m e n t  o r  t h a t  e n l i g h t e n m e n t  w h ich  we would g l a d l y  p o s s e s s , o r  
which some im ag ine  th e y  a c t u a l l y  p o s s e s s , w h a t  would i n  a l l  
p r o b a b i l i t y  be t h e  c o n sequ en ce?  U n le s s  our  whole n a t u r e  were  a t  
th e  same t ime c h a n g e d ,o p r  i n c l i n a t i o n s , w h i c h  a lw ays  have  th e  
f i r s t  word ,w ould  f i r s t  o f  a l l  demand t h e i r  own s a t i s f a c t i o n , a n d ,  
j o i n e d  w i t h  r a t i o n a l  r e f l e c t i o n , t h e  g r e a t e s t  p o s s i b l e  and most  
l a s t i n g  s a t i s f a c t i o n , u n d e r  th e  name o f  h a p p i n e s s  j t h e  m o ra l  law 
would a f t e r w a r d s  s p e a k , i n  o r d e r  to  keep  them w i t h i n  t h e i r  proper  
b o u n d s ,a n d  even t o  s u b j e c t  them a i l  t o  a  h i g h e r  e n d ,w h ich  h a s  no 
r e g a r d  to  i n c l i n a t i o n .  But  i n s t e a d  of  t h e  c o n f l i c t  t h a t  th e  m oral 
d i s p o s i t i o n ( ^ G e s i n n u n g ^ j  h a s  now to  c a r r y  on w i t h  th e  i n e l i n a t i o n s i  
i n  w h ic h , th o u g h  a f t e r  some d e f e a t s , m o r a l  s t r e n g t h  may g r a d u a lly  
be a c q u i r e d ,G o d  and e t e r n i t y  w i t h  t h e i r  aw fu l  m a j e s t y  would stad d*  - - - -  . . —.I.---- ------ — - - ‘   T
u n c e a s i n g l y  b e f o r e  our  e y e s ( f o r  what we can prove  p e r f e c t l y  i s  
to  u s  as  c e r t a i n  a s  t h a t  o f  which we a r e  a s s u r e d  by th e  s i g h t  
o f  our  e y e s ) .  T r a n s g r e s s i o n  o f  th e  m o ra l  l aw ,w o u ld ,n o  d o u b t , b e  
a v o id e d ;w h a t  i s  commanded would be  d o n e j b u t  th e  m e n ta l  d i s p o s i t i o n  
from which a c t i o n s  ought  t o  p r o c e e d , c a n n o t  be i n f u s e d  by any 
command,and i n  t h i s  c ase  th e  s p u r  o f  a c t i o n  i s  e v e r  a c t i v e  abd 
e x t e r n a l , s o  t h a t  r e a s o n  has  no need  to  e x e r t  i t s e l f  i n  o r d e r  
t o  g a t h e r  s t r e n g t h  t o  r e s i s t  th e  i n c l i n a t i o n s  by a  l i v e l y  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  th e  d i g n i t y  of  t h e  l aw ihence  most  o f  t h e  a c t i o n s  
t h a t  conformed t o  th e  law would be done from f e a r , a few on ly  
from h o p e ,a n d  none a t  a l l  from d u t y , a n d  the  m ora l  w o t th  o f  a c t i o n s  
on which a lo n e  i n  th e  e y es  o f  supreme wisdom the  w o r th  of  the
p e r s o n  and e v en  t h a t  o f  t h e  w o r ld  dependB,would  c e a s e  t o  e x i s t *  
As lo n g  a s  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  man r e m a in s  wha t  i t  i s , h i s  c o n d u c t  
would t h u s  be  changed  i n t o  mere m e c h a n i s m , in  w h i c h , a s  i n  a 
p u p p e t - s h o w , e v e r y t h i n g  would g e s t i c u l a t e w e l l , b u t  t h e r e  would 
be no l i f e  i n  the  f i g u r e s .  Now,when i t  i s  q u i t e  o t h e r w i s e  w i t h  
u s ,w hen  w i t h  a l l  th e  e f f o r t  o f  our  r e a s o n  we have  o n l y  a  v e r y  
o b sc u re  and d o u b t f u l  v iew  i n t o  th e  f u t u r e , w h e n  t h e  G overnor  o f  
th e  w o r ld  a l l o w s  u s  o n l y  to c o n j e c t u r e  H i s  e x i s t e n c e  and H is  
m a j e s t y , n o t  t o  b e h o ld  them o r  p ro ve  them c l e a r l y ; a n d ,o n  the  
o t h e r  h a n d , t h e  m ora l  law w i t h i n  u s , w i t h o u t  p r o m is in g  or  t h r e a t e n ­
in g  a n y th i n g  w i t h  c e r t a i n t y , d e m a n d s  o f  us d i s i n t e r e s t e d  r e s p e c t j  
and o n ly  when t h i s  r e s p e c t  h a s  become a c t i v e  and dom inan t  d o es  
i t  a l lo w  us b y  means o f  i t  a  p r o s p e o t  i n t o  t h e  iytyfi’/  
w o r ld  o f  t h e  s u p e r s e n s i b l e , and th e n  o n ly  w i t h  weak g l a n c e w j a l l  
t h i s  b e in g  s o , th e re i j i i s  room f o r  t r u e  m o ra l  d i s p o s i t i o n , i m m e d i a t e ­
l y  d e v o te d  t o  th e  la w ,a n d  a  r a t i o n a l  c r e a t u r e  can  become wor thy  
o f  s h a r i n g  i n  the  summum bonum t h a t  c o r r e s p o n d s  t o  th e  w o t t h  o f  
h i s  p e r s o n  and n o t  m e r e ly  t o  h i s  a c t i o n s .  Thus what  the  s t u d y  
o f  n a t u r e  and o f  man t e a c h e s  us  s u f f i c i e n t l y  e l s e w h e re  may w e l l  
be t r u e  h e r e  a l s o ; t h a t  t h e ^ u n s e a r e h a b l e  wisdom by which  we e x i s t  
i s  n o t  l e s s  w o r th y  o f  a d m i r a t i o n  i n  wha t  i t  h a s  d e n i e d  t h a n  i n  
what  i t  h a s  g r a n t e e ^ ( C .P r  .R. ^ 9 3 - 2 9 5 . )
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the: c r i t i q u e  of judgment .
The F i r s t  I n t r o d u c t i o n  to  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgm en t .
h rKant w r o te  two in t r o d u c t io n s ? - t - e  th e  C r i t i q u e o f  Jud g m en t .
The second  o f  t h e s e  h a s  b e en  p u b l i s h e d  i n  e v e r y  e d i t i o n  o f  the  
C r i t i que.. The f i r s t  h a s  had  a  3 t r a n g e  h i s t o r y .  I t  would have 
been  e n t i r e l y  l o s t  b u t  f o r  th e  f a c t  t h a t  Kant  s e n t  t h e  m a n u s o r ip  
o f  i t  t o  h i s  f r i e n d  and p u p i l  Jaco b  S ieg is raund  Beck who was a t  
t h a t  t ime engaged  i n  w r i t i n g  a  commentary on K a n t ’s p h i l o s o p h y .  
Beck d i d  n o t  p u b l i s h  th e  f u l l  t e x t  of  t h e  I n t r o d u c t i o n , b u t  i n  ' 777  
j ^v-the second  volume o f  h i s  commentary]he p u b l i s h e d  an e x c e r p t  from 
In  t h i s  m u t i l a t e d  form th e  t e x t  was r e p r i n t e d  by 
H osenkranz  i n  1 8 3 8 , H a r t e n s t e i n  i n  1838 and 1 8 8 6 ,von Kirchmann 
i n  1870 and Frdmann i n  1880.  F i n a l l y  Bueck i n  1914 p u b l i s h e d  th® 
f u l l  t e x t  i n  h i s  e d i t i o n  o f  th e  C r i t i q u e ( K . d . U . e d .b y  O t to  Eueok 
p p . 179-231^2- There  he g i v e s  an i n t e r e s t i n g  a c c o u n t  o f  t h e  h i s t o r j  
of  the  t e x t . K a n t  had o n ly  one r e a s o n ,B u e c k  s h o w s , f o r  r e p l a c i n g  
the  o r i g i n a l  i n t r o d u c t i o n  by a  second  o n e ,a n d  t h a t  was i t s  
l e n g t h . T h i s  i s  i n  f a c t  the  o n ly  r e a s o n  which Kant  h i m s e l f  g i v e s  
f o r  h i s  r e j e c t i o n  of  i t .  Lehmann,who p u b l i s h e d  the  f i r s t  i n t r o ­
d u c t i o n  i n  t h e ^ P h i l o s o p h i s c h e  B i b l i o th ek * - i n  1 9 2 7 ,a s s e r t s  t h a t  
" the  f i r s t  i n t r o d u c t i o n  was r e j e c t e d  by Kant n o t  m e re ly  owing to  
i t s  l o n g - w i n d e d n e d s ,b u t  be ca u se  a s  a  whole i t  r e p r e s e n t e d  a 
s t a g e  o f  t r a n s i t i o n  On th e  deve lopm ent  o f  h i s  t h o u g h t F r o m  
my s tu d y  o f  th e  t e x t , h o w e v e r ,1  am co n v in ced  t h a t  Bueck iB r i g h t ,  
and t h a t  th e  o n ly  r e a s o n  f o r  K a n t ’s r e j e c t i o n  o f  the  f± r® t  
i n t r o d u c t i o n  i s  th e  one which he h i m s e l f  g i v e s .  I  have  n o t  been  
a b le  to  d i s c o v e r - n a y  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  d o c t r i n e  be tw een  the  two 
i n t r o d u c t i o n s . Fhe -t -r u -tb  seems t o - b e  t h a t  t h e y  p r e s e n t  th e  same 
problem in  two d i f f e r e n t  f o r m s . I t  i s  o n ly  n a t u r a l  t h a t  th e  f i r s t  
should  have b o t h  th e  a d v a n ta g e s  and d i s a d v a n t a g e s  o f  th e  more
a la b o r a te  a c c o u n t , w h i l e  th e  second  s h o u ld  have  t h o s e  o f  th e  
more c o n c i s e  one .An E n g l i s h  t r a n s l a t i o n  o f  t h e  i i r s t  i n t r o ­
d u c t i o n  h a s  been  p u b l i s h e d  a lo n g  w i t h  f o u r  i n t r o d u c t o r y  e s s a y s  
by Kumayun Kabir w i t h  th e  t i t l e  o f  "Immanuel Kant  on Phi l o s o p hy
r e l a t i o n  b e tw een  th e  two i n t r o d u c t i o n s  and t h e  v a l u e  of  each ^  
( p p . c v i i l - c x x x v ) . i ’h e s e  a r e  q u e s t i o n s  w i t h  which  I  s h a l l  n o t  
c o n c e rn  m y s e l f . I  h a v e , h o w ever , had  to  d e c i d e  which  o f  th e  two 
i n t r o d u c t i o n s  would be  th e  b e t t e r  s u b j e c t  f o r  commentary,-aad 
I  have chosen  the  f i r s t  b e c a u se  i t  c o n t a i n s  more m a t e r i a l  th a n  
the  s e c o n d ,a n d  b e c a u s e  i n  r e a d i n g  b o t h  I  have  found  t h a t  i t  was 
p o s s i b l e  to  u n d e r s t a n d  th e  f i r s t  w i t h o u t  r e f e r r i n g  t o  the  
se co n d ( w hereas  when r e a d i n g  th e  second  -i found  t h a t  I  had  to  
go back  a g a in  and a g a i n  to  th e  f i r s t , e s p e c i a l l y  f o r  the  h e l p  
which  i t  c o u ld  g iv e  by i t s  g r e a t e r  r i c h n e s s  o f  i l l u s t r a t i o n  and 
exam ple .  I f  Kant  had  r e j e c t e d  t h e  f i r s t  i n t r o d u c t i o n  owing to  a 
change i n  h i s  d o c t r i n e , th en  th e  one which  he s u b s t i t u t e d  f o r  
i t  would have to  be r e g a r d e d  a s  th e  r e a l  i n t r o d u c t i o n  to  th e  
Cri t i q u e . B u t . s i n c e  t h i s  d o es  n o t  seem to  me to  be th e  c a s e , I  
f e e l  e n t i t l e d  to  d i s r e g a r d  K a n t ’s s c r u p l e s  c o n c e rn in g  th e  l e n g t  
o f  th e  o r i g i n a l  i n t r o d u c t i o n .  I m ig h t  o f  c o u rs e  have w r i t t e n  a  
commentary on b o t h  i n t r o d u c t i o n s , b u t  t h a t  would have Jed  to  the  
m ost  t e d i o u s  r e p e t i t i o n s . I  s h a l l  t h e r e f o r e  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  second 
i n t r o d u c t i o n  o n ly  i n  S e c t i o n  v i  where Kant o o n a id e r s  a  p rob lem
o f  the  c o n n e c t i o n  betw een the f e e l in g  o f  p le a su re  and the conct 
of the p u r p o s i v e n e s B  o f  n a tu re .
la t lo n  o f  the f i r s t  in tr o d u c t io n  under th e  t i t l e  o f  "‘
U n fo rtu n a te ly  th e  tra n s la to rs  p o s s e s s e s  a v ery  im p erfect knowledge 
o f  the German la n gu age . As a  r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  h i s  t r a n s la t io n  i s  
f u l l  o f  se r io u s  e r r o r s  which make i t  p r a c t i c a l ly  u s e le s s .  T h is ,  
hewever,doeB n e t  d e t r a c t  from the v a lu e  o f h i s  in tr o d u cto r y  
essay s .
i n  g e n e r a l (1935);  In  h i s  f o u r t h  a x . K a b i r  d i s c u s s e s  the_  ' .i.---------------- ^  « \
which i s  r i o t . d i s c u s s e d  i n  th e f i r s t  in tr o d u c t io n ,th e  problem
I have m entioned the r e c e n t ly  p u b lish ed  t r a n s -
129
in  general'*! I f  we o o n s id er  the h i s t o r y  o f  t h i s  t i t l e  i t  w i l l  
he apparent th a t  th e re  are no good groundB fo r  r e t a in in g  i t  
as the t i t l e  o f  the f i r s t  in tr o d u c t io n  when th a t  i s  g iv e n  i t s  
proper p la c e  as th e  in tr o d u c t io n  to  th e  C r itiq u e  o f  Judgment .
The t i t l e  /"On P h i l o s ophy in  General^was f i r s t  g iv e n  to  the  
i n t r o d u c t i o n  when i t , o r  r a th e r  B eck ’ s e x c e r p t  from i t ,w a s  p u b lis l  
ed in  1833 i n  3?. Ch. S tarke ’ a e d i t io n  o f  K ant’ s l e s s e r  w r i t in g s .
The e d ito r  was fo rc ed  to make up a t i t l e  fo r  i t  sin ce ,O w in g  to  
B eck 's  o m is s io n s , i t  co u ld  no lo n g e r  be c a l l e d  an in tr o d u c t io n  
to  the C r itiq u e  o f  Judgm ent.The f u l l  t i t l e  which he g a v e n it  was 
-"‘On P h i lo s ophy in  G eneral and on th e  C r itiq u e  o f  Judgment in  
P a r t ic ula r ^ a n d  in  the in d ex  t h i s  was sh orten ed  to  -^ on Philosophy 
in  Gefaaral*!  A ll  su bseq uent e d i t io n s  g iv e  i t  the sh o r te r  name.
We may admit th a t  i t  i s  n o t an a lto g e th e r  u n su ita b le  n am e,sin os  
we f in d  in  the t e x t  a more e la b o r a te  accou nt than Kant g iv e s  
anywhere e l s e  o f  the g e n e r a l p r in c ip le s  of  h i s  p h ilo so p h y . There 
seem s,how ever,no rea so n  why we should  g iv e  i t  to  the unabridged  
f i r s t  in tr o d u c t io n . However im portant i t  may be to  us th a t  Kant 
has g iv en  u s a t r e a t i s e  in  which b e s e t s  fo r th  the g e n e r a l princ^j 
i p l e s  o f  h i s  p h ilo so p h y  so  c le a r ly  th a t  i t  can h e lp  u s to  under­
stand  h is  p h ilis o p h y  a s a  w hole,w e must n o t f o r g e t  th a t  h i s  
purpose in  w r it in g  X f i / W X M i  i t  was to  prepare u s fo r  the  
Cr1 tiq u e , o f  Judgmeat.  T h is ,I  th in k ,o u g h t to  be exp ressed  in  the 
t i t l e .  The t r e a t i s e  i s  Bimply an in tr o d u c t io n  to  the C r itiq u e  o f  
Judgment based upon the g e n e r a l p r in c ip le s  o f  the transcendental 
p h ilo so p h y .
In my In te r p r e ta t io n  I s h a l l  tr y  to  show th a t  the  
In tro d u ctio n  must be understood  in  r e la t io n  to  th e  general
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■ p r in c ip le s  o f  K a n t ’ s t h o u g h t , a n d  must  "be r e g a r d e d  a s  a  p a r t  
o f  th e  whole C r i t i c a l  P h i l o s o p h y .  I  have  t h o u g h t  i t  a d v i s a b l e  
n o t  to  g i v e  a  m e r e l y  g e n e r a l  s u r v e y  o f  K a n t ' s  p ro b lem  and i t s  
s o l u t L o n , b u t  t o  f o l l o w  h i s  a rgum ent  s t e p  by s t e p  and to  d e a l  
w i t h  th e  d e t a i l s  o f  h i s  e x p o s i t i o n .M y  c h i e f  r e a s o n  f o r  doinfe 
so i s  t h a t  I  have  fo u n d  t h a t  even  a f t e r  K a n t ’ s g e n e r a l  i d e a  
■harfj become c l e a r  to  me ( t h e r e  -remains c o n s i d e r a b l e  d i f f i c u l t y
O s v '-C ^ " (.vv
i n  f o l l o w i n g  h i s  a rgum ent  i n  d e t a i l ^  I *  w r i t i n g  my commentary 
1 have  hhd i n  mind a  redder w i t h  the  same d i f f i c u l t i e s  a b o u t  
d e t a i l s  and have  t h o u g h t  t h a t  he m ig h t  be glad, of  a  commentary 
d e a l i n g  w i t h  them. F u r t h e r ,m y  i d e a  o f  a  commentary on a  
p h i l o s o p h i c a l  work i s  t h a t  i t  sh o u ld  t r y  t o  h e l p  th e  reader  
to  u n d e r s t a n d  p a r t i c u l a r  p a s s a g e s  which  he f i n d s  d i f f i c u l t ,  
and t h a t  i s  wha t  I  have  t r i e d  t o  do i n  t h i s  commentary. The 
c o r r e c t n e s s  o f  my e x p l a n a t i o n s  i s  a n o t h e r  m a t t e r , a n d  as to  t h a - 
I  can o n ly  say t h a t  I  an f a r  from im a g in in g  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  
c o r r e c t  on e v e r y  p o i n t .  Another  r e a s o n  f o r  c h oo s in g  to  expound 
th e  I n t r o d u c t i o n  i n  d e t a i l  i s  t h a t  I  w ish  t o  r e b u t  t h e  charge  
t h a t  i t  i s  n o t h i n g  b u t  a  p i e c e  o f  " a r c h i t e c t o n i c o n l y  a 
d e t a i l e d  e x p o s i t i o n  can  do t - h i s ; a  m e r e ly  g e n e r a l  su rv e y  o f  t h e  
argument would be u n c o n v in c in g  and m ig h t  even  con f i rm  th e  
charge  by g i v i n g  u s  the  im p r e s s io n  t h a t  th e  t r e a t i s e  w ith  a l l  
i t s  e n u m e ra t io n s  o f  d i v i s i o n s ^ t h e  d i v i s i o n s  o f  p h i l o s o p h y , o f  
the  mind and o f  th e  c o g n i t i v e  f  a c u lt ie s ) ,w a s  to  be con sid ered  
more a s  a  g e n e r a l  t i d y i n g  up o f  K a n t ’ s  sy s tem  than a s the  
p r e s e n t a t i o n  or  d iscu ssio n m o f a r e a l  problem*
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F ir s t  In tr o d u c tio n  to  th e  C r itiq u e  o f  Judgment^
S e c t i o n  1 .
In S e c t io n  1 o f  th e  In tr o d u c tio n ,w h ic h  i s  headed  
■Philosophy a s a  System" ,K ant d is c u s s e s  th e  q u e s t io n  o f  what 
"belongs to  t h e o r e t i c a l  and what to  p r a c t i c a l  p h ilo so p h y . There 
i s ,h e  s a y s ,  a  grave m isu n d erstan d in g  as to  what i s  to  he 
regarded as p r a c t i c a l .  I t  m ight seem as i f  we were e n t i t l e d  
to  g iv e  th e  name p r a c t ic a l  to  a p r o p o s it io n  sim p ly  b ecau se  i t  
exp ressed  a form o f  d o in g  and was n o t mere k n ow in g;for  exam ple, 
i t  m ight seem as i f  th e  p r o p o s it io n s  which g iv e  u s p r e c e p ts  
as to  how to  put t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge in to  p r a c t ic e  sh ou ld  he 
c a l le d  p r a c t ic a *  T h is ,h o w e v e r ,is  n o t s o ,  f o r  such p r o p o s it io n s  
do n ot c o n ta in  an yth in g  more than i s  a lrea d y  co n ta in ed  in  
t h e o r e t ic a l  know ledge, A g e o m e tr ic a l p r o p o s it io n  may p r e sc r ib e  
what we have to  do to  produce a c e r ta in  e f f e c t , f o r  in s ta n c e  
the b i s e c t io n  o f  a l i n e ,  A p r o p o s it io n  o f  t h i s  k ind  cannot be 
regarded as a  genu in e p r a c t ic a l  p r o p o s i t io n ,fo r  i t  c o n ta in s  no 
p r in c ip le  o f  i t s  ow n ,th a t i s  go sa y ,n o  p r in c ip le  which would 
make i t  independent o f  t h e o r e t i c a l  know ledge. A p r o p o s it io n  
to  be t r u ly  p r a c t ic a l  must be determ ined by s p e c i f i c  p r in c ip le s ,  
th a t  i s  to  s a y , i t  must be determ ined by p r a c t ic a l  p r in c ip le s  
or laws o f  freed om ,n ot by t h e o r e t i c a l  p r in c ip le s  or  law s o f  
n a tu re . T h e r e fo r e ,n o t every  p r o p o s it io n  which i s  concerned  
w ith  some kind o f  do in g  b e lo n g s to  p r a c t ic a l  p h ile so p h y . Only 
th ose  p r o p o s it io n s^  do so  which c o n ta in  a s p e c ia l  p r in c ip le  o f  
p r a c t ic a l  freedom, and are thu s fu n d am en ta lly  d i f f e r e n t  fr o *  
t h e o r e t ic a l  p r o p o s i t io n s .  A l l  o th er  s o - c a l le d  p r a c t ic a l  
p r o p o s it io n s  are determ ined by the law s o f  n a tu r a l c a u s a l i t y ,  
and are d is t in g u is h e d  from t h e o r e t ic a l  knowledge o n ly  fo rm a lly  
and n ot in  r e s p e c t  o f  t h e ir  s o n t s n t .
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ijjtt-JvHr- t-irv.A v* / a  /?>■'•<' • •■•■‘•t--
c o n t e n t  . y t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  e v e r y  -a«HriW,even one which  i a  d e t e r m i n e  
by p r i n c i p l e s  o f  n a t u r e , i s  d e t e r m i n e d  by a  f o r m u la  which  d i f f e r s  
from a  m e r e ly  t h e o r e t i c a l  f o r m u l a .  Doing so m e th in g  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  
w i t h  o u r  knowledge o f  n a t u r a l  c a u s e s  i s  n o t  i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  
knowing t h e o r e t i c a l l y . f l u t  the  d i f f e ren c e  b e tw een  them i s  m e r e l y  
f o r m a l  and i s  n o t  a  d i f f e o n c e  i n  p r i n c i p l e . E v e n  when ou r  a c t i o n s  
a r e  d e te r m in e d  by  p r e c e p t s  f o r  th e  f u r t h e r a n c e  o f  ou r  own 
h a p p in e s s y t i i e y  a r e  n o t  on t h a t '  a c c o u n t  to  be r e g a r d e d  a s  p r a c t i c a l  
a c t i o n s . E o r  t h e  c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n  be tw een  our  i d e a  o f  h a p p i n e s s  
and the  e f f e c t s  which  a r e  p ro d u ce d  by i t  b e lo n g s  to  the  r e a lm  
of  n a t u r e  j i t  i s  th e  r e l a t i o n  be tw een  two n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s ^ a w r  
h a p p in e s s -and-onr--own--n a tu re .W hen  we a c t  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  
such an i d e a , o u r  a c t i o n  i s  n o t h i n g  b u t  t h e  imm edia te  consequence  
o f  our  t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge o f  o b j e c t s  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  o u r  own 
n a tu r e .T h e  c o n c e p t  o f  h a p p i n e s s  b e lo n g s  t o  our  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  
and t h e  sane  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  d e t e r m i n e s  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  the  a c t i o n s  
which w i l l  l e a d  t o  our  h a p p i n e s s .  A c t io n  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  
such  knowledge i s  n o t  ■ a p e e i f d r e a d i f f e r e n t  from t h e o r e t i c a l  
knowledge.  I t  i s  an imm edia te  consequence  o f  i t , a n d  does  n o t  
r e q u i r e  any  i n d e p e n d e n t  p r i n c i p l e  which c o u ld  be c a l l e d  a 
p r a c t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e .
J \A  A l  £ f. t.&
From t h i s  a cc o u n t  o f  p r a c t i c a l  p r i h e i -p l e o  and a c t i o n s  
i t  i s  e v i d e n t  t h a t  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  the  s o - c a l l e d  p r a c t i c a l  
s c i e n c e s , s u c h  as  a p p l i e d  g e o m e t r y , c a n n o t  be r e g a r d e d  ae g e n u in e  
p r a c t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s , a n d  t h a t  t h e s e  s c i e n c e s  do n o t  t h e r e f o r e  
b e lo n g  to  p r a c t i c a l  p h i l o s o p h y .  N e i t h e r  can  we r e g a r d  a s  
p r a c t i c a l  the  p r i a i p l e t r  o f  a  w i l l  which  d e t e r m i n e s  i t s e l f  by 
n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  o f  which we can have t h e o r e t i c a l  know ledge,
ao truw k~t c /r
e ^ g . h a p p i n e s s ; a n d  th e  p r o p o s i t i o n s  which  a r e - p roduced  i n  t h i s  \na.y 
a re  n o t  p r a c t i c a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s . A s  long  a s  th e  w i l l  obeys none
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b u t  the  laws o f  n a t u r a l  c a u s a l i t y  / the  knowledge o f  which  i s  
t h e  c o n c e rn  o f  o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ^ f o r  i n s t a n c e , a s  lo n g  a s  o u r  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  f i r s t  makes us  c o n c e iv e  t h e  i d e a  o f  h a p p i n e s s  a s  
th e  o b j e c t  o f  d e s i r e  and t h e n  d e t e r m i n e s  th e  r e l a t i o n  b e tw een  
h a p p i n e s s  and our  own n a tu re ) ,n o  p r a c t i c a l  r u l e s  o r  p r o p o s i t i o n s  
a r e  p r o d u c e d .  P r o p o s i t i o n s  of- the -  ici-n d p ro d u ce d  i n  t h i s  way 
b e lo n g  to  t h e o r e t i c a l  p h i l o s o p h y , f o r  t h e y  do n o t  c o n t a i n  any 
s'peobf-ec  p r a c t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  b u t  m e r e ly  d e te r m in e  t h e  c a u s a l  
r e l a t i o n  between a  p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t  which i s  d e s i r e d  and o u r  own 
n a - u r e . O n l y  a  f r e e  w l l l , i . e  .^a w i l l  which  makes i t s e l f  in d e p e n d ­
e n t  o f  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s , c a n  p roduce  p r a c t i c a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  
which b e lo n g  t o  p r a c t i c a l  p h i l o s o p h y .  " I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  p r a c t i c a l  
p r o p o s i t i o n s  a r e  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from t h e o r e t i c a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  
as  r e g a r d s  t h e  mode o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n . T h i s , how ever , does  n o t  
cause  them to  be d i f f e r e n t  f rom t h e o r e t i c a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  which  
c o n t a i n  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h i n g s  and t h e i r  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  r e g a r d  
i n g  t h e i r  c o n t e n t .  Only th o s e  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  w h ich  c o n s i d e r  
f reedom  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  l a w s .  A l l  th e  o t h e r s  a r e  n o t h in g  
e l s e  t h a n  t h e o r y  o f  t h a t  which  b e lo n g s  to  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  th e  
t h i n g s  w i t h  th e  o n ly  d i f f e r e n c e  t h a t  t h e y  a p p ly  t o  t h e  way i n  
which th o s e  t h i n g s  con be p roduced  a c c o r d i n g  to  a  p r i n c i p l e ,  
i . e . the  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h o s e s t h i n g s  th ro u g h  an a r b i t r a r y  a c t i o n  
i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  them ,which  a c t i o n  b e lo n g s  j u s t  as  much to  
the  sp h e re  o f  n a t u r a l  c a u s e s . "  ( C. o f  J .18(3t Sue ok ,4  .Lehmann.)
" In  a  w ord,a l l  p r a c t i c a l  p ro p o s i t io n s  which  d eriv e  th a t  which 
may be  c o n ta in e d  i n  n a t u r e  from the a r b i t r a r y  vd . l l  as cause  
belong a l to g e th e r  to t h e o r e t i c a l  ph ilosophy which i s  concerned 
with knowledge of na tu re .O n ly  those p r a c t i c a l  p ro p o s i t io n s  
are as reg a rd s  t h e i r  oontent s p e c i f i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from the 
form er ( i . e . t h e o r e t i c a l  p ropos itions)w h ich  g ive laws to  f r e e -
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dom."  ( C h o f_ J .1 8 0  Bueok»5 Lehmann . )  "Now t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f
t h i n g s  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  lav/s o f  n a t u r e  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y
d i f f e r e n t  f rom  t h e i r  p o s s i b i l i t y  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  law s o f
freedom  a s  r e g a r d s  t h e i r  p r i n c i p l e s .  T h is  d i f f e r e n c e  do es  n o t ,
w i t h
how ever ,  c o n s i s t  i n  th e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  l a t t e r  ( i . e .  t h e
p o s s i b i l i t y  t h r o u g h  f r e e d o m ) t h e  cause  i s  p l a c e d  i n  a  w i l l
w he reas  w i t h  t h e  fo rm er  i t  i s  p l a c e d  o u t s i d e  i t  i n  th e  t h i n g s
th e m se lv e s  ( den  Din g e n  s e l b s t , n o t  t o  be c o n fu s e d  w i t h  den
P l ngen  an s i c h , t h i n g s  i n  them selves) .  Nor l e t  u s  assume t h a t
th e  v r i l l  does n o t  f o l l o w  any o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e s  t h a n  th o s e  rega rd*
in g  w h ich  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  comprehends t h a t  th e  o b j e c t  i s
p o s s i b l e  a c c o r d i n g  to  them a s  mere law s  o f  n a t u r e .  I n  t h a t  c a se
th e  p r o p o s i t i o n  w h ich  c o n t a i n s  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  th e  o b j e c t
t h ro u g h  th e  c a u s a l i t y  o f  t h e  a r b i t r a r y  w i l l  may be  c a l l e d  a
p r a c t i c a l  p r o p o s i t i o n .  In  s p i t e  o f  t h i s  i t  w i l l , a s  r e g a r d s  i t s
p r i n c i p l e , i n  no way d i f f e r  from t h e o r e t i c a l  p r o p o s i t i o n 8  which
a re  co n ce rn e d  w i t h  th e  n a t u r e  o f  the  t h i n g s , o r  r a t h e r  i t  must
borrow i t s  p r i n c i p l e  from i t  ( i . e . t h e  n a t u r e  o f  the  t h i n g s ) i n
o r d e r  t o  e x h i b i t  th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  an o b j e c t  i n  r e a l i t y . "
t C .o i  J *131,3uec]Cj 
5&6 Lehmann.)
A l l  t h i s  may a t  f i r s t  seem v e r y  m y s t e r i o u s j y e t  a s  f a r  
a s  the  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e  i s  co n ce rn ed  the  d o c t r i n e  i s  known to  
everyone  who i s  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  h a n t ’s  m o r a l  p h i l o s o p h y , ! o r  i t  i e  
the  b a s i s  o f  h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  between c a t e g o r i c a l  and h y p o t h e t i c ^  
i m p e r a t i v e s .  We may rem ind  o u r s e l v e s  t h a t  a c c o r d in g  to  iCant 
h y p o t h e t i c a l  a r e  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from c a t e g o r i c a l  i m p e r a t i v e s  i n  
t h a t  th e  commanu g i v e n  by the  fo rm er  i s  made to  depend on 
c e r t a i n  c o n d i t i o n s  w h i l e  th e  l a t t e r  commands u n c o n d i t i o n a l l y .  
H y p o t h e t i c a l  i m p e r a t i v e s  n e v e r  d e te r m in e  a c t i o n s  u n e o n d i t i o n a l l y  
b u t  o n ly  d e te r m in e  them on the  c o n d i t i o n  t h a t  som eth ing  i s  mad<?
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an o b j e c t  o f  t h e  w i l l j o u x  a c t i o n  depend s  on t h e  o b j e c t , a n d  t h i s  
o b j e c t  we may o r  may n o t  d e s i r e . O u r  a c t i o n  i s  t h u s  a n  a r b i t r a r y  
one* H y p o t h e t i c a l  i m p e r a t i v e s  do n o t  command s im p ly  t h a t  a  
c e r t a i n  a c t i o n  sh o u ld  be d o n e , b u t  t h a t  i f  a  c e r t a i n  o b j e c t  i s  
d e s i r e d  c e r t a i n  a c t i o n s  sh o u ld  be done s i n c e  t h e y  w i l l  p u t  us 
i n  p o s s e s s i o n  o f  t h e  o b j e c t . ]  In  th e  ■'Groundwork11 Kant d i s t i n g u i s h  
es  b e tw een  two k i n d s  o f  h y p o t h e t i c a l  i m p e r a t i v e ,  (a )  i m p e r a t i v e s  
of  s k i l l  and ( b ) . im p e r a t i v e s  o f  p r u d e n c e .  XW-/XX/XX / i^XXX/YXXXXX4 
XXX'^/XX/XX'^X I n  th e  c a se  o f  th e  fo rm er  th e  o b j e c t  i s  e n t i r e l y  
a r b i t r a r y , i $ e ^ i t  i s  an o b j e c t  which  we m ig h t  j u s t  a s  w e l l  
r e p u d i a t e  a s  des ire#W e may t a k e  as  an example a  d o c t o r  who makes
C\ (s  m-ma i ySt-
th e  h e a l t h  o f  h i s  p a t i e n t  t h e  o b j e c t  o f  h i s  w i l l .  E-u p p o w  t h a t  
he w is h e s  t o  r e a l i s e  t h i s  o b j e c t  and h a s  th e  n e c e s s a r y  t h e o r e t i c  
a l  knowledge of  th e  means which  w i l l  b r i n g  i t  a b o u t , h e  w i l l  a c t  
a c c o r d i n g l y * / / /  ^ e t  h i s  a c t i o n  w i l l  have  no independent ,  p r a c t i c e  I 
p r i n c i p l e ; i t  w i l l  be n o t h i n g  b u t  an imm edia te  consequence  of  
h i s  t h e o r e t i c a l  k n o w l e d g e , f o r  t h a t  he  who w i l l s  th e  end w i l l s  
a l s o  th e  means w h i i h  w i l l  a c h i e v e  i t  i s  an  a n a l y t i c a l  p r o p o s i t ­
i o n .  The end i n  th e  case  which  we a r e  c o n s i d e r i n g  i s  n o t  a 
p r a c t i c a l  o b j e c t , f o r  the  d o c t o r  c o n c e iv e s  th e  i d e a  o f  the  
o b j e c t , t h e  h e a l t h  o f  h i s  p a t i e n t , b y  mere t h o u g h t .  The a c t i o n s  
which he  d oes  a r e  n o t  g u id e d  by a p r a c t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e , b u t  a re  
w h o l ly  dep en d en t  on t h e  d e s i r e d  o b j e c t  and on the  means whioh 
w i l l  r e a l i s e  t h a t  o b jec t .H ow  b o t h  end and means a r e  known
t"'/ tS -it,
t h e o r e t i c a l l y , a n d  the  a o t i o n  i s t h e r e f o r e  n o t ^ a  pra c t ic a l - a w t io t
..The same h o l d s  f o r  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  of  the  s o - c a l l e d  p r a c t i c a l  
s c i e n c e s , s u c h  a s  a p p l i e d  g e o m e try .  I t  i s  c le a r  th a t  i f  I  wish 
to b i3 eo t  a  l in e ,  and i f  I  know t h a t  in  o rder to  do so I  must
draw from i t s  e x t re m i t ie s  two in te r s e c t in g  a r c s , then I s h a l l  do
Tl\*&.
thft- neoeaaary—a o t io n . i t  i s  a ls o  c le a r  th a t  my a o t io n  does n ot
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p o s s e s s  any p r i n c i p l e  oi' i t s  o w n ,b u t  i s  e n t i r e l y  d e p e n d e n t  
on my t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge^ oi" vrhich i t  i s  t h e  im m edia te  
consequence  .The c o n n e c t i o n  b e tw een  knowing and d o in g  i s  h e r e  
a n a l y t i c  and n o t  s y n t h e t i c ,  i . e . fthe p r i n c i p l e  w h ich  d e t e r m i n e s  
ray a c t i o n  i s  i m p l i c i t  i n  wha t  I  know t h e o r e t i c a l l y .
which command u s  t o  b r i n g  a b o u t  our own h a p p i n e s s , d i f f e r  from 
th e  i m p e r a t i v e s  o f  s k i l l  in  t h a t  t h e i r  o b j e c t , n a m e l y , h a p p i n e s s ,  
must  n e c e s s a r i l y  be d e s i r e d  by e v e r y  f i n i t e  r a t i o n a l  b e i n g .
Yet  we c a n n o t  a t t r i b u t e  t o  th e  a c t i o n s  which a re  d e te rm in e d  
by such  i m p e r a t i v e s  any p r a c t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  of  t h e i r  own.Happinev.
by means of  t h i n k i n g ,P r o m  t h i s  i d e a  i t  f o l l o w s  a n a l y t i c a l l y  
t h a t  we s h a l l  u se  the  means by w h ich  i t  can be b r o u g h t  a b o u t .
I t  may seem a b s u r d  to  assume t h a t  th e  a c t i o n s  which w i l l  l e a d  
t o  our  h a p p i n e s s  a re  i m p l i c i t  i n  ou r  i d e a  og h a p p i n e s s , s i n c e  i t  
o b v i o u s l y  v e r y  d i f f i c u l t  o r  even  im p o s s i b l e  to  have  p e r f e c t  
knowledge o f  wha t  we sh o u ld  do to  make o u r s e l v e s  happy .  B u t  i t  
i s  i m p o r t a n t  t o  n o t i c e  t h a t  th e  d i f f i c u l t y  i s  i n  knowing; how to 
a c h ie v e  h a p p i n e s s .  I t  i s  n o t  a t  a l l  d i f f i c u l t  to  see  t h a t  i f  
tre had f u l l  knowledge o f  th e  n a t u r e  of  h a p p i n e s s  and the  means 
o f  a c h i e v i n g  i t , o u r  a c t i o n s  would f o l lo w  im m e d ia te ly  and would 
be i n  s t r i c t  a cc o rd a n c e  w i t h  our knowledge.The i m p e r a t i v e s  o f  
p rudence  would on t h a t  a s su m p t io n  be m e re ly  a n a l y t i c  p r o p o s i t& o r  
i . e ., they would be p r o p o s i t i o n s  i m p l i c i t  i n  our  t h e o r e t i c a l  
c o n ce p t  o f  h a p p in e s s .T h e y  would be in  no way d i f f e r e n t  from th e  
i m p e r a t i v e s  o f  s k i l l ,  " I f  i t  were o n ly  e q u a l l y  e a s y  to  g iv e  
a d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p t i o n  o f  h a p p i n e s s , th e  i m p e r a t i v e s  o f  p ru d en c e  
would c o r r e s p o n d  e x a c t l y  w i t h  th o se  o f  s k i l l , a n d  would l i k e w i s e
The i m p e r a t i v e s  o f  p r u d e n c e , i  , e  .^those i m p e r a t i v e s
i  V *** C'Cl t
th e  i d e a  o f  suv emu h u p u l a e a
be a n a ly t i c a l .F o r  in  t h i s  case as  in  t h a t , i t  could  be s a id ,  
whoever w i l l s  the  e n d ,w i l l s  a lso (a c c o rd in g  to  th e  d i c t a t e  of
r e a s o n  n e c e s s a r i l y ) th e  i n d i s p e n s a b l e  means th e re to  which are  
i n  h i s  nower .  " ( C-roundwork 4Z s)  "T h is  i m p e r a t i v e  o f  prudence 
would however be  an a n a l y t i c a l  p r o p o s i t i o n  i f  we assume th a t  
t h e  means  to h a p p i n e s s  c o u l d  be c e r t a i n l y  a s s i g n e d ; f o r  i t  i s  
d i s t i n g u i s h e d  f ro m  t h e  i m p e r a t i v e  o f  s k i l l  o n l y  b y  t h i s , t h a t  
i n  t h e  l a t t e r  t h e  end  .is m e r e l y  p o s s i b l e , i n  the- fo rm er  i t  i s  
g i v e n ; a s  h o w e v e r  b o t h  o n l y  o rd a in ,  t h e  means t o  t h a t  which we 
suppose  t o  b e  w i l l e d  a s  an  e n d , i t  f o l l o w s  t h a t  th e  im pera tive  
w hich  o r d a i n s  th e  w i l l i n g  o f  th e  means to  him who w i l l s  the  end 
i s  i n  b o t h  car .es  a n a l y t i c a l . "  (Groundwork 44)
Y/e have now seen  why Kant t r e a t s  th e  so -o a lled  
p r a c t i c a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  employed by such  s c i e n c e s  a s  ap p lied  
g e o m e t r y , p r a c t i c a l  p sy c h o lo g y  and m ech an ics  on th e  same fo o t in g  
a s  the  p r e c e p t s  which he c a l l s  i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgment 
th e  " p r e c e p t s  t o  f u r t h e r  o n e ’ s own h a p p i n e s s " ( C . o f  J .  180^Bueck;
Lehmann) , and i n  th e  Groundwork th e  i m p e r a t i v e s  of  prudence; 
and why he  g i v e s  t o  a l l  o f  t h e s e  the  name o f  t e c h n i c a l  p r o p o s it ­
ion s ,W h a t  i s  common to  them i s  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  concerned
v/ith n o t h in g  b u t  th e  p u t t i n g  i n t o  p r a c t i c e  o f  what  i s  a lre ad y  
i m p l i c i t  i n  our  t h e o r e t i c a l  know ledge ,and  t h e r e f o r e  do n o t  
conta injany p r i n c i p l e  which a f f e c t s  the  a c t i o n  a s  such.They 
b e l o n g , a c c o r d i n g l y , t o  t h e o r e t i c a l  p h i l o s o p h y .  They dounot 
d e te rm in e  th e  w i l l  as  s u c h , b u t  make i t  d e p en d e n t  on a  n a tu r a l  
o b j e c t ,  The w i l l  h e r e  i s  n o t  a f r e e  w i l l  d e te rm in e d  by an 
i n d e p e n d en t  p r a c t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e , b u t  i s  an  a r b i t r a r y  w i l l  
whose a c t i o n s  a r e  d e p e n d e n t  on som eth ing  e l e * , n a m e l y , the 
t h e o r e t i c a l l y  c o n ce iv e d  c o n ce p t  of  i t s  o b j e c t .  They must be
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c a l l e d  t e c h n i c a l  and n o t  p r a c t i c a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s . " F o r  th e y  
b e lo n g  to  t h e  a r t  o f  b r i n g i n g  a b o u t  t h a t  w h ich  we d e s i r e  
s h o u ld  b e ,w h i c h  a r t  i n  th e  c a se  o f  a  com p le te  t h e o r y  i s  
a lw ays  a  mere consequence  and n o t  an  i n d e p e n d e n t  p a r t  o f  any
k i n d  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n .  "(^Anweiaung'" ') . ( C .o f  J . 1 8 3 ,B u e o k ;
8 , Lehmann)
M ora l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  a lo n e  may be r e g a r d e d  a s  g e n u in e  p r a c t i c a l  
p r o p o s i t i o n s , f o r  t h e y  f o l l o w  a  p r i n c i p l e  w h ich  i s  i n d e p e n d e n t  
o f  th e  w o r ld  o f  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s . T h e y  a r e  d e t e r m i n e d , n o t  by 
lav/s o f  n a t u r e , b u t  by laws o f  f r e e d o m .K a n t  s a y s  o f  them h e r e  
t h a t  th e y  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  a c t i o n  th r o u g h  th e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  i t s  
f o r m ( i n  a cc o rd a n c e  w i t h  laws i n  g e n e r a l ) w i t h p u t  t a k i n g  a c c o u n t  
o f  the  o b j e c t  whioh i s  p rod u ce d  i n  t h i s  w a y , t h a t  t h e y  have  m t -  
t h e i r  s p e c i f i c  p r i n c i p l e s  i n  th e  I d e a  o f  f reedom  and t h a t  
a l t h o u g h  th o s e  p r i n c i p l e s  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  c o n c e p t  of  a n  o b j e c t  
o f  th e  w i l l , n a m e l y , t h e  summum bonum, t h i s  o b j e c t  b e lo n g s  o n ly  
i n d i r e c t l y  to  th e  p r a c t i c a l  p r e c e p t .  F o r  t h e  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  
t h i s  I  m ust  r e f e r  to  my e x p o s i t i o n  o f  th e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  
o f  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l  R e a s o n . ( see  above )
j  ICant go es  on th e  s a y  t h a t  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  p r a c t i c a l  
p r o p o s i t i o n s  c a n n o t  be u n d e r s t o o d  by t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge 
o f  n a t u r e .  T h is  i s  a  v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  p o i n t , f o r  i t  shows t h a t  
Kant m a i n t a i n s  h e r e b t h e  fu n d am e n ta l  d o c t r i n e  o f  the  f i r s t  
two C r i t i q u e s .The f i r s t  s e c t i o n  o f  th e  f i r s t  I n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  
the  C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgment i s  a p p a r e n t l y  c o n ce rn e d  w i t h  a  
q u e s t i o n  o f  t e r m in o l o g y .B u t  t h i s  must  n o t  make us o v e r lo o k  
the  f a c t  t h a t  K a n t ’ s d i s c u s s i o n  i s  e n t i r e l y  d ep en d e n t  on 
the  fu n d am e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  h i s  p h i lo s o p h y  a s  s e t  f o r t h  i n  
the  f i r s t  two C r i t i q u e s . Kant i s  co n v in ced  t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t  
two e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  w o t l d s , t h e  w o r ld  o f  n a t u r e  and th e
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w o r ld  o f  f r e e d o m . T h e o r e t i c a l  p h i l o s o p h y  i s  c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  
knowledge o f  t h e  w o r ld  o f  n a t u r e , a n d  i t  i s  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  
which f u r n i s h e s  th e  r u l e s  n e c e s s a r y  f o r f c t h i s  knowledge .  
P r a c t i c a l  p h i l o s o p h y  i s  c o n ce rn e d  w i th  t h e  w o r ld  o f  f r ee d o m ,  fca 
-hsws o f  f r e edom a r e  c o n c e iv e d  by p r a c t i c a l  R e a s o n . l t  i s  t r u e  
t h a t  Wtsse  laws a c t u a l l y  d e t e r m i n e  our  w i l l , b u t  t h e y  do n o t  
gi-ve us any t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge o f  th e  w o r ld  o f  f r ee d o m .  We 
a r e  q u i t e  i n c a p a b l e  o f  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  p r a c t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s  jCjfytf 
t h e o r e t i c a l l y . Qne-of--^he--ftmerfeate-n-tfal—di-fi-er sneers-betwee-rr-  ^ fche
th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  be tw een  t e c h n i c a l  and p r a c t i c a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s
f o r  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  J u dgment i s  n o t  shown by Kant  i n  the
A-a?
f i r s t  s e c t i o n  o f  th e  I n t r o d u c t i o n . B u t  we can  s e t  from -Kant* a ■ 
a c c o u n t  o f  the  d i s t i n c t i o n  t h a t  th e  Cr i t i q u e  o f  Judgment  w i l l  
m a i n t a i n  th e  f u n d a m e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  the  C r i t i c a l  P h i l o s o p h y .
Kant t e l l s  u s  t h a t  he  p r o p o s e s  to  u se  th e  te rm s  •'Technique" 
and " t e c h n i c a l " a l s o  i n  a n o th e r  s e n s e , n a m e l y , i n  c a s e s  where 
o b j e c t s  o f  n a t u r e  a r e  jud ged  by us  a s  i f  t h e i r  p o s s i b i l i t y  
depended/i on an a r t .  Such judgm ents  a r e  n e i t h e r  t h e o r e t i c a l
We must  n o t  g iv e  th e  name t e c h n i c a l  to  them b u t  o n ly  to th e
f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment on whose laws th e y  a r e  b a s e d . I t  i s  not
p o s s i b l e  f o r  u s  to  u n d e r s t a n d  a t  t h i s  s t a g e  K a n t ' s  e x p o s i t i o n
of  th e  second  se n se  o f  the  t e r m " t e c h n i c a l " , a n d  we may th e re fo re  
io
go on -the S e c t i o n
[-- the-wo-r- ld-af-f r ee dom, is ,  t h a t  -we., can- ..have -
knowledge• -o f - - th e - la t - te i  .’he s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f
At th e  end of  the  f i r s t  s e c t i o n  o f  the  I n t r o d u c t i o n
pM’-n-Y
n o r  p r a c t i c a l  ju d g m e n t s , f o r  th e y  do n o t  d e te r m in e  ob jec ts® ^
-Vi/ 'j ^
e r  j udge n a t u re-  otr l y  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  our  c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t y .
1 4 0 .
S e c t i o n  2 .
As r e g a r d s  th e  p o i n t  w h ich  we l e f t  u n e x p l a i n e d  a t  t h e
end o f  th e  f i r s t  s e c t i o n , t h e  second  s e c t i o n  b e g i n s  u n p r o m is in g l y  
f o r  h e r e  Kant seems to  be c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  a  mere q u e s t i o n  o f  
d i t r i s io n .W e  a r e  t o l d  t h a t  t h e r e  e x i a t  t h r e e  h i g h e r  f a c u l t i e s  
o f  knowledge which  c o n s t i t u t e  a  sy s te rn * n a m e ly , ( a ) t h e  u n d e r s t a n d ­
in g  which  i s  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  th e  c o g n i t i o n  o f  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s ,  
(b )Judgm ent; w h ich  i s  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  subsuming th e  p a r t i c u l a r  
under  th e  u n i v e r s a l ^ a n d  (c jR eason ^w h ich  i s  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  
d e t e r m i n i n g  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  by t h e  u n i v e r s a l , i ^ e ^ t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  
d e r i v i n g  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  f rom P r i n c i p l e s  .V/hat do es  a l l  t h i s  mean?
/ Our e x a m in a t io n  o f  t h e  main p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  f i r s t  two 
C r i t i q u e s  h a s  shown t h a t  t h e  p rob lem  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  bwtween 
p a r t i c u l a r s  and u n i v e r s a l s  i s  th e  c e n t r a l  p rob lem  o f  the  
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i lo sophy .W e have s e en  t h a t  i n  K a n t ’ s v iew  
e v e ry  s t r i c t l y  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t  i s  a  p r o d u c t  o f  th e  m i n d . I t  i s  
an a  p r i o r i  c o n c e p t  ,i_t e_.Ji t  does  n o t  b e lo n g  to  th e  o b j e c t s  a s  
such  nor  to  t h i n g s  i n  t h e m s e l v e s , b u t  i s  c o n ce iv e d  by  the  mind 
p r i o r  to  a c t u a l  e x p e r i e n c e . I n  the  C r i t i q ue o f  Pur e  Reason Kant 
h a s  proved t h a t  our  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  p r o d u c e s  c e r t a i n  a  p r i o r i  
c o n c e p ts  o r  c a t e g o r i e s  which a r e  n e c e s s a r y  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  our  
e x p e r i e n c e  o f  o b j e c t s . O n  the  o t h e r  h a n d ,h e  h a s  a l s o  shown t h a t  
t h e s e  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s  do n o t  i n  any way d e te r m in e  th e  sp h e re  o f  
p a r t i c u l a r s  a s  such .T he  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  
a re  d e v o id  o f  a l l  meaning u n l e s s  t h e y  a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  g iv e n  
i n t u i t i o n s . T h e  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t u i t i o n  a s  such  i s  unknown to  u s .
Out t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge iB i n c a p a b l e  o f  d e t e r m i n i n g  p a r t i c u l a r s  
by means o f  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s .  That  p a r t i c u l a r s  sh o u ld  be f u l l y  
d e te rm in e d  by u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p ts  i s  a  demand which our  f a c u l t y  
o f  Reason by  i t s  v e r y  n a t u r e  m ust  m ake .For  Reason i s  n o t  a 
f a c u l t y  o f  r u l e s  l i k e  the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  b u t  a  f a c u l t y  o f
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P r i n c i p l e s , a n d  knowledge from P r i n c i p l e s  i s , a c c o r d i n g  to
K a n t ’s d e f i n i t i o n , " t h a t  knowledge a lo n e  i n  which  I  a p p reh en d
( e r k e n n e ) th e  p a r t i c u l a r  i n  th e  u n i v e r s a l  t h r o u g h  c o n c e p t s ^ "
(iL?,?.*Bl». B 357)
The f i r s t  C r i t i q u e  h a s  shown t h a t  such  knowledge c an n o t  be 
a t t a i n e d  i n  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  f i e l d . T h e  second  h a s  shown t h a t  
i n  th e  p r a c t i c a l  f i e l d  we a re  c a p a b le  o f  d e t e r m i n i n g  p a r t i c u l a r s  
th ro u gh  u n i v e r s a l  c o n cg p ts .W h a t  i s  f i r s t  g i v e n  to  u s  i s  th e  
u n i v e r s a l  law o f  R e a s o n ,a n d  we a r e  a b l e  t o  d e t e r m i n e  our 
p a r t i c u l a r  a c t i o n s  by means of  t h i s  u n i v e r s a l  l a w .  There  e x i s t s ,  
h o w e v e r , a  t h i r d  f a c u l t y  o f  th e  m in d , t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent ,  
w i t h o u t  which we sh o u ld  be  u n a b le  t o  r e l a t e  p a r t i c u l a r s  to  
u n i v e r s a l s .  T h is  f a c u l t y  d o es  n o t  p ro d uce  any u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t s .  
A l l  t h a t  i t  h a s  t o  do i s  t o  subsume p a r t i c u l a r s  un de r  g iv e n  
u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t s .  I t  hau to  d e c id e  w h e th e r  a  g iv e n  p a r t i c u l a r  
case  s t a n d s  u n d e r  a  g iv e n  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t  which  i s  n o t  
produced  by  Judgment b u t  e i t h e r  by th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o r  by 
R e aso n .T h e re  a r e  u n i v e r s a l  laws of  n a t u r e , l a w s  o f  t h e  jtrfjijijffiXftjijfi 
u n d e r8 t a n d n g ,a n d  t h e r e  a re  u n i v e r s a l  law s o f  f r e e d o m , la w s  o f  
R e aso n .  T h e o r e t i c a l  Judgment subsumes p a r t i c u l a r  i n t u i t i o n s  
under  u n i v e r s a l  laws o f  the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , a n d  p r a c t i c a l  Judg­
ment subsumes p a r t i c u l a r  a c t i o n s  und e r  th e  u n i v e r s a l  laws o f  
R eason .
We have now to  s t a t e  the  p rob lem  o f  th e  C r i t i q u e
"  1 " ■ j —i* ■•<■ *-
o f  J udgment.We m ig h t  t h i n k  t h a t , s i h c e  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure  
Re a so n  had s e t  f o r t h  th e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  n a t u r e , a n d  
the  C r i t i q u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l  Reason  t h o s e  o f  f reedom,we had 
d i s c u s s e d  a l l  th e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s  p o s s i b l e  i n  p h i l o s o p h y .
I s  t h i s  r e a l l y  t r u e , o r  i s  t h e r e  an a p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  b e lo n g ­
ing  to  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Ju d g m e n t? I t  i s  c l e a r  from th e  o u t s e t  
t h a t  s i n c e  Judgment i s  n o t  an i n d e p e n d e n t  f a c u l t y  o f  c o g n i t i o n
J
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b u t  m e r e l y  m e d i a t e s  b e tw een  t h e  o t h e r  two f a c u l t i e s  o f  c o g n i t ­
i o n , u n d e r s t a n d i n g  and Reason»an;£ a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  which  i t  
may p o s s e s s  w i l l  he e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  f rom  th e  a  p r i o r i  
p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i g g  and o f  R eason  which  hy means 
o f  c o n c e p t s  c o n s t i t u t e  the  o b j e c t i v e  w o r ld s  o f  n a t u r e  and 
f r e e d o m .S in c d  Judgment do es  n o t  p ro d uce  any o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t s ,  
n e i t h e r  c a t e g o r i e s ( c o n c e p t s  o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ) n o r  I d e a s  
( c o n c e p t s  o f  R e a s o n ) , i t  i s  q u i t e  i m p o s s i b l e  t h a t  i t  sh o u ld  
view th e  r e l a t i o n  be tw een  p a r t i c u l a r s  and u n i v e r s a l e  i n  th e  sams 
way a s  the  o t h e r  two f a c u l t i e s .  I t  i s , h o w ev er , n o t  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  
assume t h a t  Judgment sh o u ld  have a  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e . T h i s  
would be th e  case  i f  Judgment n e i t h e r  made use  o f  u n i v e r s a l  
c o n c e p ts  which i t  i t s e l f  p ro d u ce d  l i k e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  and R e a s o n ,  
n o r  m e re ly  subsumed p a r t i c u l a r s  un de r  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s  g i v e n  
from e l s e w h e r e ( t h a t  f u n c t i o n  o f  Judgment which h a s  been  d i s ­
cu ssed  in  the  f i r s t  two C r i t i q u e s ) b u t  p r o v id e d  us  w i t h  a  
p r i n c i p l e  which  made us  lo o k  f o r  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t s / w i t h i n  the  
sp h e re  o f  p a r t i c u l a r s ( f w h i c h  a r e  n o t  y e t  given};,It  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  
i f  3uch a  p r i n c i p l e  e x i s t s ( i . e tja  p r i n c i p l e  which makes us  
assume ( a ) t h a t  th e  sp h e re  o f  p a r t i c u l a r s  i t s e l f  i s  s u b j e c t  t o  
acme r e g u la r i t y ,and ( b ) t h a t  the r u l e s  f o r  t h i s  r e g u l a r i t y  are  
n o t  g i v e n  to  u s  b u t  t h a t  we m ust  l o o k  f o r  t h e m ) i t  w i l l  be  e n t i r e l ;  
d i f f e r e n t  f rom t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  and o f  R eason , 
_ j  K a n t ' s  f i r s t  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  i s  v e r y  o b s c u r e .
He says  t h a t  i f  t h e r e  were a con cep t or r u le  which o r ig in a te d  
in  Judgment5 i t  would have to  be a con cep t o f  such a natu re  as  
to  conform to  our f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent,that i s , t o  o a r  f a c u l t y
o f subsuming g iv en  p a r t ic u la r  law s under more u n iv e r sa l law s
"tZ
n o t  y e t  g iven .H e goes on -*he e x p la in  th a t  such a concept would
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be th e  c o n c e p t  o f  t h e  a d a p t a t i o n  o f  n a t u r e  t o  t h e  p u r p o s e  oi  
our  knowing i t . F o r  i n  o r d e r  t h a t  we s h o u l d  be a b l e  t o  have  
knowledge o f  n a t u r e . i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  t h a t  we s h o u l d  be  a b l e
t o  e s t i m a t e ( b e u r t e i l e n ) t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  a s  c o n t a i n e d  u n d e r  th e
f-b.S
u n i v e r s a l , a n d  t o  subsume i t  u n d e r  tfca c o n c e p t  o f  n a t u r e . T h i s  
s t a t e m e n t  i s  p a r t l y  e x p l a i n e d  i n  th e  n e x t  p a r a g r a p h ^ W  we 
l e a r n  t h e r e  t h a t  the  c o n c e p t  i n  q u e s t i o n  i s  th e  c o n ce p t  o f  
e x p e r i e n c e  a s  a  sy s tem  a c c o r d i n g  to  e m p i r i c a l  laws.Now we 
have t o  remember t h a t  i n  the  f i r s t  two C r i t i q u e s  Kant  
d i s t i n g u i s h e s  betw een two t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  s p h e r e s ( a ) t h e  
sp h e re  o f  mere p a r t i c u l a r s  and ( b ) t h e  s p h e r e  o f  u n i v e r s a l  
c o n c e p ts  which a r e  p ro d u ce d  by u n d e r s t a n d i n g  and R e a s o n .  The 
i d e a  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r s  a s  such  sh o u ld  b e lo n g  t o  a  system  i s  
an i d e a  which  c o u ld  n o t  be c o n c e iv e d  e i t h e r  by  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  
o r  by R e aso n .  The C r i t i q ue of^Rnre  Reaaon d i d  n o t  pay s u f f i c i e n t  
a t t e n t i o n  to  th e  f a c t  t h a t  we do n o t  m e r e ly  p r e s u p p o s e  t h a t  
a l l  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  a r e  d e te r m in e d  by u n i v e r s a l  lc .w s ,bu t  t e a t  
>we must  a l s o  assume t h a t  we s h a l l  s u c c e e d  i n  a r r a n g i n g  p a r t i c u l ­
a r  laws i n  a  s y s t e m .T h i s  i s  a  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  on which  a l l  our 
s c i e n t i f i c  e n q u i r y  i n t o  n a t u r e  r e s t s ^ W e  m ust  assume t h a t  th e  
p a r t i c u l a r  law s o f  n a t u r e  which we d i s c o v e r  a r e  r e l a t e d  to  
one a n o t h e r . I n  d o in g  so we c o n c e iv e  th e  i d e a  o f  a  n a t u r e  
which oonforms to  our  s u b j e c t i v e  req u i r e m e n ts .W e  e x p e c t  t h a t  
the  p a r t i c u l a r  law s w i l l  n o t  be so d i f f e r e n t  from each  o t h e r  
a s  t o  make i t  i m p o s s i b l e  f o r  our  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment to f i n d
a  u n i v e r s a l  p r i n c i p l e  common to  them a l l j a n d  the  c u r i o u s  f a c t  
i s  t h a t  we have no o h j e c t i v e  r e a s o n  w h a t so e v e r  f o r  b e l i e v i n g
t h i s  to  be s o .T h e re  a r e  o n ly  two f a c u l t i e s  o f  th e  mind which
produce  o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s , u n d e r s t a n d i n g  and Reason.The
i d e a  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  a s  a  sys tem  i n  a cc o rd a n c e  w i t h  p a r t i c u l a r
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or  e m p i r i c a l  law s be l o n g s  t o  n e i t h e r  o f  t h e m . I t  c a n n o t  he
r e g a r d e d  a s  a  p r o d u c t  o f  t h e  u n d e r s t e n d i n g , f o r  o u r  undersoand in*
i s  c o n ce rn e d  o n ly  w i t h  s t r i c t l y  u n i v e r s a l  l a w a . S t i l l  l e s s  can
i t  he r e g a r d e d  a s  a  p r o d u c t  of  R e a s o n , f o r  R eason  by  i t s  v e r y
n a t u r e  t r a n s c e n d s  e x p e r i e n c e , a n d  i s  n o t  c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  the
w o r ld  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  o r  i t s  l a w s . ,We can now u n d e r s t a n d  much
b e t t e r  wha t  K a n t ’ s p ro b lem  i s , a n d  why he  r e g a r d s  t h e  c o n c e p t
o f  a  s y s t e m a t i c  U n i t y  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  laws a s  a  c o n c e p t  o f  th e
f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm en t .  The C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgment, d i s c o v e r s  a  new
f a c t , n a m e ly , t h a t  i n  o r d e r  t o  have  e x p e r i e n c e  we need  n o t  o n ly
the  u n i v e r s a l  law s o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ^ t h e  o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y
of  which  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure  Reason  h a s  d e m o n s t r a t e d , b u t  a l s o
t h e  a s su m o t io n  on m e r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e  g ro u n d s  o f  jL c o n n e c t i o n s  
among
th e  e m p i r i c a l  lav/s which  we f i n d  so t h a t  we can r e l a t e  
them to  one a n o t h e r  and subsume them un de r  t h e  u n i v e r s a l  law s 
of  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g . B u t  f o r  such  an  a s su m p t io n  s c i e n t i f i c  
e x p e r i e n c e  would be i m p o s s i b l e .  P h y s i c s , f o r  i n s t a n c e , i s  n o t  so 
much concerne- w i t h  t h e  u n i v e r s a l  lav/ o f  c a u s a l i t y  a s  w i t h  
p a r t i c u l a r  c a u s a l  lav /s ,and  i t  must  demand t h a t  th o se  c a u s a l  
l aw s  be r e l a t e d  t o  one a n o t h e r  n o t  o n ly  a s  r e g a r d s  t h e i r  
u n i v e r s a l  n a t u r e , i . e . i n  so f a r  a s  t h e y  are caus%l l a w s , b u t  
a l s o  as  r e g a r d s  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . .  I t  i s  p l a i n  
t h a t  Kant i s  h e r e  conce rned  w i t h  an e n t i r e l y  new p r o b le m ,a  
problem o f  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  which he icnew n o t h in g  when he 
w r i t e  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure  Reason and th e  Pro legom ena  .We need  
o n ly  remember t h a t  one o f  th e  q u e s t i o n s  r a i s e d  i n  th e  Prolegomena 
i s , ’How i s  p u re  n a t u r a l  s c i e n c e  p o s s i b l e ? 1jand  t h a t  K a n t ' s  
d e f i n i t i o n  o f  th e  o b j e c t  o f  n a t u r a l  s c i e n c e , 1 . e ^ n a t u r e , i s .
"Nature  i s  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h i n g s  i n  so f a r  as  th e y  a re
d e te r m in e d  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  u n i v e r s a l  l a w s . "  (P ro legom ena  a 9 4 ) 
K a n t ' o v iew  b o t h  i n  th e  f i r s t  C r i t i q u e  and i n  t h e  P r o l e gom ena^  
i s  t h a t  we h a v e n e i t h e r  a  p r i o r i  knowledge o f  p a r t i c u l a r  law s 
o f  n a t u r e  n o r  any a  p r i o r i ,  p r i n c i p l e  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  them. I n  
the  C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgment  he t a k e s  a  d i f f e r e n t  v iew .He  r e a l i s e s  
now t h a t  i t  i s  m t  enough to  r e g a r d  n a t u r e  a s  a  sy s tem  i n  a c c o r d  
ance w i t h  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  law s w h ich  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  u n i v e r s a l  
c o n d i t i o n s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  h u t  t h a t  we m ust  p r e s u p p o s e  t h a t  n a t u r e  
i s  a  sys tem  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  p a r t i c u l a r  law s  which  i t  c o n t a i n s  
" P a r t i c u l a r  e x p e r i e n c e  c o n n e c te d  t h r o u g h o u t  a c c o r d i n g  to  
p e r m a n e n t ( h e s t a n d i g e n ) la w s  a l s o  r e q u i r e s  t h i s  s y s t e m a t i c  
c o n n e c t i o n  o f  e m p i r i c a l  laws i n  o r d e r  t h a t  i t  sh o u ld  he made 
p o s s i b l e  f o r  our  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment  t o  subsume t h e  p a r t i c u l a r ^  
un d e r  th e  u n i v e r s a l  though  s t i l l  e m p i r i c a l , a n d  to  p r o c e e d  i n  
t h i s  v/ay u n t i l  i t  r e a c h e s  the  h i g h e s t  e m p i r i c a l  laws and the  
forms o f  n a t u r e  which  c o r r e s p o n d  to  th e m j in  o t h e r  w o rd s ,o u r  
Judgment m ust  he c a p a b le  o f  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  a g g r e g a t e  o f  p a r t i c u l a i  
e x p e r i e n c e s  a s  th e  sys tem  t h e r e o f .  F o r  w i t h o u t  t h i s  p r e s u p p o s i t ­
io n  t h e r e  can he th o ro u g h g o in g  c o n n e c t i o n  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  e jq?er-  
i e n c e s  i n  a cc o rd a n c e  w i t h  a l aw (g e s e t z m a s s i g e r ) i . e . t h e y  would
he w i t h o u t  e m p i r i c a l  u n i t y . "  ( C .o f  J .  1 8 5 ,1 8 6 .Bueok ;1 0 ,1 1 .
Lehmann.)
I f  we a re  to  r e a l i s e  f u l l y  th e  change which h a s  t a k e n  
p l a c e  i n  K a n t ’ s d o c t r i n e , w e  need  o n ly  remember t h a t  i n  th e  
C r i t i q u e o f  Pure  R eason  t h e  I d e a  o f  s y s t e m a t i c  u n i t y  i s  a  p u re  
c o n ce p t  o f  R e a s o n ,a n d  t h a t  Kant  t h e r e  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  R eason  i n  
c o n c e iv in g  t h i s  I d e a  m ust  t r a n s c e n d  th e  w o r ld  o f  n a t u r e .  Now, 
how ever ,K an t  t h i n k s  i t  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t h e r e  sh o u ld  be  an a  p r i o r i  
p r i n c i p l e  which e n a b l e s  u s  to  t r e a t  n a t u r e  as a system even as 
r e g a r d s  i t s  m e r e ly  e m p i r i c a l  law s  w i t h o u t  l e a v i n g  th e  sp h e re
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o f  e x p e r i e n c e  .The p r i n c i p l e  o f  a j r s tam& tie  u n i t y  i s  a  
p r i n c i p l e  w h ich  i e  a p p l i e d  by e m p i r i c a l  s c i e n c e . l t  iB a  
p r i n c i p l e  i m p l i c i t  i n  e v e r y  k in d  o f  s c i e n t i f i c  e n q u i r y .
S i n c e , h o w e v e r , i t  i s  n o t  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  
i t  i s  ob v io u s  t h a t  a s  r e g a r d s  i t s  o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y  i t  m ust  
be e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  f rom th e  c a t e g o r i e s  and p r i n c i p l e s  o f  
th e  u n d e rs t a n d in g .W e  have  s e e n  t h a t  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment 
demands t h i s  s y s t e m a t i c  u n i t y  o f  n a t u r e  on m e r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e  
g r o u n d s . l t  e x p e c t s  t h a t  n a t u r e  w i l l  m ee t  i t s  demands. The X&M  
f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment  p r e s u p p o s e s  t h a t  i t  w i l l  su c ce ed  in  
c o n n e c t i n g  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  law s o f  n a t u r e  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r  so 
a s  t o  be a b l e  t o  a r r a n g e  them i n  a  s y s t e m . I t  f o l l o w s  t h a t  th e  
f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment i s  n o t  e n t i t l e d  to  assume t h e  o b j e c t i v e  
e x i s t e n c e  o f  su ch  laws o r  o f  such  a  s y s t e m . I t  can do no more 
th a n  a p p ly  i t s  p r i n c i p l e  a s  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  e n q u i r y  i n t o  n a t u r e .  
S in c e  t h e r e  a re  no laws g i v e n  to  J u d g m e n t , a l l  t h a t  Judgment 
can do i s  t o  lo o k  f o r  such  laws i n  e x p e r i e n c e .  When i t  f i n d s  
them t h e r e  i t  must  seem a s  i f  n a t u r e  arfceelf had a d a p te d  i t s e l f  
t o  th e  f a c u l t y  of  Judgm en t ,an d  i t s  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e . T h u s ,  
the  p r i n c i p l e  of  Judgment i s  o f  an e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  k i n d  
from th e  o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  which a r e  
n e c e s s a r y  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  a s  s u c h . I t  i s  a  s u b j e c t ­
i v e l y  n e c e s s a r y  p r i n c i p l e , a  n e c e s s a r y  maxim o f  s c i e n t i f i c  
e n q u i r y .  I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  a l l  s c i e n t i f i c  e n q u i r y  depends  on 
the  a ssu m p t io n  o f  such  a  p r i n c i p l e , b u t  t h i s  must  n o t  l e a d  ua^ 
t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  a s  i f  i t  were e q u i v a l e n t  to  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  
of  the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , t h e  o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y  and n e c e s s i t y  o f  
which can  be  e s t a b l i s h e d ^ f s i n c e  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Judgment i s  
a  mere maxim,a  m e re ly  h e u r i s t i c  p r i n c i p l e , ! ^ . a  g u id in g
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p r i n c i p l e  o f  our  e n q u i r y ,w e  m ust  a t t a c h  t o  i t  a  s p e c i a l  k i n d  
o f  o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y j i n  f a c t , w h e t h e r  we c a l x  i t  en o b j e c t ­
i v e  o r  a  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i i s l e  depen d s  on o u r  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f
t h e s e  t e rm s .T h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Judgment  may be c a l l e d  an  o b j e c t ­
i v e  p r i n c i p l e  i n  so f a r  a s  i n  e n q u i r i n g  i n t o  n a t u r e  we m us t  
employ i t , s i n e e  we c a  n o t  b u t  assume t h a t  n a t u r e  w i l l  a d a p t  
i t s e l f  to  our  f a c u l t y  o f  Ju dg m e n t .B u t  we may a l s o  c a l l  i t  
s u b j e c t i v e , f o r  i t  i s  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  o b j e c t i v e  
p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , a n d  we a r e  q u i t e  i n c a p a b l e  
o f  knowing p r i o r  t o  a c t u a l  e x p e r i e n c e  t o  whc.t e x t e n t  n a t u r e  
w i l l  comply w i t h  our  d e s i r e  to  b r i n g  a b o u t  t h e  s y s t e m a t i c  
u n i t y  o f  e m p i r i c a l  l a w s . T h i s  we c o u ld  o n ly  do i f  t h e r e  wera
g iv e n  to  u s  an a  p r i o r i  and o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t  o f  e x p e r i e n c e
i n  g e n e r a l  f rom which  we c o u ld  d e r i v e  i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  l a w s .
As a  m a t t e r  o f  f a c t , h o w e v e r , we have  no a  p r i o r i  knowledge 
w h a tev e r  o f  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  law s o f  n a t u r e , a n d  a l l  t h a t  we 
can do i s  t o  baae  our e n q u i r y  i n t o  theBe laws upon a  p r i n c i p l e  
which w i l l  e n a b le  us  to  f i n d  o u t  wha t  t h e y  a r e  and what  t h e i r  
r e l a t i o n  to  e a c h  o t h e r  i s .
o f  ther.unders t e n d i n g  and t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Judgment i n  a n ote  
on page 1 8 6 ( B u e c k ; p .1 1 , Lehmann)His language i s  h i g h l y  t e c h n ic a l  
and i t  i s  n o t  e a s y  to  u n d e r s t a n d  him.He b e g in s  by s t a t in g  
th a t  e x p e r i e n c e  i s  b a s e d  upon s y n t h e t i c  ju d g m e n ts .  E xp erien ce  
o f  o b j e c t s  can be d e r i v e d  from a mere com parison o f  p e r c e p t io n s ,  
i . e . e x p e r i e n c e  depends on a  s y n t h e s i s  which i s  made p o s s i b l e  
by the c a t e g o r i e s  and p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g . A mere 
a n a ly s is  o f  p e r c e p t i o n s  would n e v e r  g iv e  us knowledge o f  an
Kant e x p l a i n s  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  th e  p r i n c i p l e s
ob ject.;T h is i s  a d o c t r i n e  w ith  which  ev ery  read er o f  the
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f i r s t  C r i t i q u e i s  f a m i l i a r , a n d  i t  i s  e a s y  to  u n d e r s t a n d n w h a t  
Kant m e a n s . f t  i s  f a r  more d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  Him when he  
s t a t e s  im m e d ia te ly  a f t e r  t h i s  t h a t  e m p i r i c a l  c o g n i t i o n s  i n  
a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  what  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  common t o  them a l l , i . e . Ji n  
a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  law s o f  n a t u r e , c o n s t i t u t e  
a  m e r e ly  a n a l y t i c  u n i t y  o f  a l l  e x p e r i e n c e (jw he reas  t h e  u n i t y  
which r e g a r d s  e x p e r i e n c e s  even  i n  r e s p e c t  o i  t h e i r  d i f f e r e n c e s  
a s  b e lo n g i n g  t o  a  sy s te m  i s  a  s y n t h e t i c  u n i t y  o f  e x p e r i e n c e .
One t h i n g  i s  c l e a r . n a m e l y , t h a t  th e  t e rm s  " a n a l y t i c " a n d  " s y n t h e t i  
a r e  h e r e  used  i n  a  41££e*»a-t  s e n s e , f r o m  th e  u s u a l  o n e .  We m ust  
a sk  o u rse lv e s i^ H o w  can Kant s a y  t h a t  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  law s 
o f  n a t u r e  4n-6p4-ta-of^-t h e  f a c t  t h a t - t h e y  a r e  a l l  f u n c t i o n s  o f  
s y n t h e s i s  c o n s t i t u t e  a  m e r e ly  a n a l y t i c  u n i t y ? -rI n  o r d e r  t o  u n d e r ­
s t a n d  t h i s  we m ust  rameraber t h a t  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  law s o f  4  
n a t u r e  a r e  a l l  p r o d u c t s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g . l t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  
t h e y  a r e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  g e n e r a l , t h a t  we can  have  
no e x p e r i e n c e  o f  an o b j e c t  a t  a l l  w i t h o u t  h a v in g  s y n t h e t i s e d  
g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n s  by  means o f  t h e s e  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s .  I t  m u s t ,  
h ow ever ,be  n o te d  t h a t  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  a s  such  h a s  n o th in g  
w h a tev e r  t o  do w i t h  th e  sp h e re  o f  p a r t i c u l a r a ,  i .& . , the sp h e re  
o f  i n t u i . t i o n . l t  i s  n o t  a t  a l l  co n ce rn e d  w i t h  th e  a p p l i c a t i o n  
which i t s  u n i v e r s a l  lav/ w i l l  f i n d  i n  e x p e r i e n c e  .The u n d e r s t a n d ­
in g  i s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s , f o r  e x a m p le , th e  u n i v e r s a l  
law o f  c a u s a l i t y .  I t  i s  q u i t e  i n d i f f e r e n t  to  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  
c a u s a l  laws which  we f i n d  i n  e x p e r i e n c e . A l l  t h a t  i t  can say  
a bou t  them i s  t h a t  each  o f  them i s  a  c a u s a l  law .As f a r  a s  the  
u n d e r s t a n d in g  i s  c o n c e r n e d , e m p i r i c a l  laws c o n s t i t u t e  a  m e r e ly  
a n a l y t i c  unity.bfr-eearee—tftgy- a o -n trtr show -any--d i f
•undage ta n d ia g  i» ihn  o£...a a r&-.th.nnah t t «»u
7li t  ^ , . 1 cJfe  '/vE.-/ , J f~  f o u j
C cv.0 i c .c7  'Ji cj ^
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1 e o n s e q u a n t ly —cajm^fe s y n t h e t i s e  e m p i r i c a l  law s.(Judgm ent»on th e  
o t h e r  h a n d , i s  n o t  a  f a c u l t y  o f  t h o u g h t j i t  i s  c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  
th e  w o r ld  o f  e x p e r i e n c e , i . e . w i t h  a  w o r ld  w h ich  c o n t a i n s  n o t  
o n ly  u n i v e r s a l  law s h u t  a l s o  p a r t i c u l a r  o r  e m p i r i c a l  l a w s . I t  
i s  t h e  l a t t e r  w h ich  Judgment s u b j e c t s  to  i t s  I d e a  o f  u n i t y .
I t  employs a  s p e c i a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  s y n t h e t i c  u n i t y , - f oi1 -wher e a s  
the—u n d er-s tan d in g  is -  o n l y  concerned--w i th-- the—u n i v e r s a l -  law s
y
of  m rt t r rg " Jn  d g m e n c o m p a r e s  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  law s o f  e x p e r i e n c e
w i t h  one a n o t h e r  i n  r e s p e o t  o f  t h e i r  d i f f e r e n c e s , a n d  assumes
t h a t  t h e y  w i l l  n o t  be  t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  f rom  one a n o t h e r  b u t
i n t e r - ____________________________________________ _ __
w i l l  b e ^ r e l a t e d  Xpf and w i l l  b e lo n g  to  one system.ifr t  the  end
o f  th e  n o t e  Kant p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  t h e ^ c o n c e p t^ o f  Judgment  i s
d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from a  c a t e g o r y  w h ich  d e t e r m i n e s  s y n t h e t i c  u n i t y
o b j e c t i v e l y , a n d  t h a t  i e  s p i t e  o f  t h i s  i t  y i e l d s  s u b j e o t i v e
p r i n c i p l e s  w h ich  s e r v e  a s  c l u e s  i n  th e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  n a t u r e .
T h is  ha-, a l r e a d y  b e en  e x p l a i n e d . B u t  we do n o t  y e t  u n d e r s t a n d
what  Kant means when he say s  t h a t  Judgment assumes a  fo rm a l
p u r p o s i v e  n e s s  o f  n a t u r e  on i t s  own b e h a l f  , / i## t h a t  t h e  c o n c e p t
o r i g i n a t i n g  i n  and p e c u l i a r  to  Judgment i s  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  n a t u r e
(j l  (•;{.
a s  r o r  a c o n c p p t  o f  a  Technique  o f  n a t u r e  i n  / # # # #  r e s p e c t  
o f  i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  l a w s ,a n d  t h a t  Judgment  r e p r e s e n t s  n a t u r e  
n o t  o n ly  as m e c h a n ic a l  b u t  a l s o  a s  t e c h n i c a l . T o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e s e  
s t a t e m e n t s  we r e q u i r e  f u r t h e r  e x p l a n a t i o n  from K a n t .  The d i s ­
c u s s i o n  o f  th e  p rob lem  o f  em p ir ic a l and u n i v e r s a l  law s i s  c o n t i n u  
ed i n  S e c t i o n  4 t o  which  we s h a l l  now t u r n , l e a v i n g  th e  d i s c u s s i o n  
of  S e c t i o n  3 t i l l  l a t e r .
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f o l l o w * .  We h a r e  s e e n  i n  th® C r i t i q u e  of P u re  Reaaon  t h a t  
n a t u r e  c o n s t i t u t e s  a s y s te m  i n  a o c o rd a n e e  w i t h  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  
l a w s , f o r  we have  b e en  a b l e  t o  show t h a t  t h e  u n d e r a t a n d i n g  
p r o d u c e s  u n i v e r s a l  laws w h ich  m ust  a p p l y  to  e v e r y . o b j e c t  of 
e x p e r i e n c e  s i n c e  w i t h o u t  t h e i r  a p p l i c a t i o n  we c o u ld  n o t  u n i t e  
our i d e a s  and so c o u ld  n o t  become aware o f  an  o b j e c t . l t  i s  
th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  i t s e l f  which  g i v e s  us  th e  I d e a  o f  a  s y s t e m a t i c  
u n i t y  o f  e x p e r ien c e .N o w  i t  i s  a  c u r i o u s  f a c t  t h a t  i n  the  
a s su m p t io n  o f  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  u n i t y  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  t h e r e  i s  
i m p l i c i t  a n o t h e r  a s s u m p t i o n , n a m e l y , t h a t  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  a s  a 
sys tem  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  law s .T he  p ro b lem  o f  which  t h e  C r i t i q u e  
o f  Pure  R eason  to o k  no a c c o u n t  i s  t h a t , w h i l e  we m ust  demand 
th e  s y s t e m a t i c  u n i t y  o f  e x p e i i e n o e  even a s  r e g a r d s  th e  
p a r t i c u l a r  laws,we c a n n o t  e s t a b l i s h  t h i s  u n i t y .  For  a s  f a r  a s  
th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  and i t s  a  p r i o r i  knowledge o f  n a t u r e  i s  
conce rned ,w e  o a n n o t  e x c lu d e  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  a c t u a l  
e x p e r i e n c e  m ig h t  show u s  such  a  v a r i e t y  and h e t e r o g e n e i t y  of 
e m p i r i c a l  law s a s  would make i t  i m p o s s i b l e  f o r  us  to  r e l a t e
r
them to  one a n o t h e r  i n  a  sys tem .The  v a r i e t y  o f  e m p i r i c a l  law s
and o f  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  m ig h t  be e n d l e s s l y  g r e a t , s o  t h a t  n a t u r e
would p r e s e n t  u s  w i t h  a  c h a o t i c  a g g r e g a t e  and would r e v e a l
n o t  th e  s l i g h t e s t  t r a c e  o f  a  s y a te a . \W e  can  -now see  quit®
c l e a r l y  what  K a n t ' s  p ro b lem  i s .  The u n d e r s t a n d i n g  p re s e n t®  us
w i th  a  w o r ld  which  i s  d e te r m in e d  by t h e  o b j e c t i v e  lawe o f
* - »
& the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g .  But  i f  w® a r e  t o  have r e a l  exped ien ce ,w e
m ust  a l s o  p r e s u p p o s e  t h a t  n a t u r e  a s  r e g a r d s  i t s  e m p i r i c a l  
law s  w i l l  be i n t e l l i g i b l e  t o  t h e  human m in d .  I f  n a t u r e  s f o -  . 
u s  o n l y  law s  w h ich  were  t o  t a l l y  c £ i f ' f e r e n t  f rom  one a n o th c  -
Sectif iB-A* .  t . j ,
Kant Js* argum ent; in  thi® s e c t io n  may b® d ta e r ib cfr
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sh o u ld  he u n a b le  t o  ap p re h en d  i t .  E x p e r i e n c e  depen d s  upon two 
a  pr i o r i  p r e s u p p o s it io n s * (a ) th a t  n a t u r e  i s  d e te r m i n e d  by 
u n i v e r s a l  l a w s ,a n d  ( b ) t h a t  th e  e m p i r i c a l  law s o f  n a t u r e  a re  
i n t e l l i g i b l e  t o  t h e  human m ind .  T h a t  we a r e  e n t i t l e d  to  make 
the  f i r s t  o f  t h e s e  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s , Kant h a s  shown i n  the  
C r i t i o u e  o f  Pure  'Reason by  e s t a b l i s h i n g  th e  o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y  
o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  law s ,T h e  second  we may c a l l  a s u b j e c t i v e l y  
n e c e s s a r y  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n j f o r  we p r e s u p p o s e  i t ,  
n o t  b e c a u se  t h e r e  a r e  any o b j e c t i v e  r e a s o n s  why we sh o u ld  
b e l i e v e  i t  t o  be t h e  c a s e , b u t  b e c a u se  w i t h o u t  i t  e x p e r i e n c e  
would be i m p o s s i b l e .  "Thus i t  i s  a  s u b j e c t i v e l y  n e c e s s a r y  
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  t h a t  t h i s  d i s q u i e t i n g  and u n l i m i t ­
ed  d i v e r s i t y  of  e m p i r i c a l  lawsjand h e t e r o g e n e i t y  o f  n a t u r a l  forms 
do n o t  o ccu r  i n  n a t u r e . O n  th e  c o n t r a r y , w e  must  p re s u p p o se  t h a t  
n a t u r e  t h ro u g h  th e  a f f i n i t y  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  law s which s t a n d  unde r  
more g e n e r a l  luw3 p r o v i d e s  i t s e l f  w i t h  th e  q u a l i t i e s  n e c e s s a r y
to  become e x p e r i e n c e  a s  an e m p i r i c a l  s y s t e m . "  ( C .o f  J.191,B ueokJ
1 6 , Lehm ann.)
I t  c an no t  be th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  which  makes us  p re s u p p o se  t h i s ,  
f o r  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  in  c o n c e iv i n g  i t s  o b j e c t i v e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  
laws d oes  n o t  t ak e  any a c c o u n t  of  p a r t i c u l a r  e m p i r i c a l  l a w s ; i t  
i s  con ce rn ed  o n ly  w i t h  the  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  g e n e r a l ,  
-and -not~wfth- i rar- t - iC tr l t r—l a w s . The p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  p r i o r  t o  a c t u a l  
e x p e r i e n c e  t h a t  n a t u r e  w i l l  be a  sys tem  o f  e m p i r i c a l  laws 
o r i g i n a t e s  i n  our  Judgmen ^ J u d g m e n t  i s  n o t  o n l y , a s  was w rongly  
supposed i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure  R e a s o n . a  f a c u l t y  o f  subsuming 
p a r t i c u l a r s  under  th;e u n i v e r s a l  laws o f  n a t u r e  which a p p ly  to  
a l l  o b j e c t s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  i r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  t h e i r  d i f f e r e n c e s .  
Judgment h a s  a l s o  a n o th e r  f u n c t i o n . l t  e n a b l e s  us to  compare 
p a r t i c u l a r , e m p i r i c a l  law s-  i d e n t i c a l  a s  fa r  as  th e  u n iv e r sa l
152
law s o f  n a t u r e  a r e  c o n c e rn e d  -  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  t h e i r  d i f f e r e n c e s .  
In  o t h e r  w o rd s , Ju d g m e n t  p r e s u p p o s e s  t h a t  t h e  e m p i r i c a l  law s 
a r e  n o t  t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from one a n o t h e r .  I t  assum es  t h a t  
th ey  p o s s e s s  •eoarftotr c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which  e n a b l e  us to a r r a n g e  
them i n  a  sy s te m .T h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  which  i s  assumed 
by th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment i s  a  m e r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e ,  
one which  i t  employs f o r  i t s  own s p e c i a l  use  so t h a t b i t  may be 
a b l e  to  r e g a r d  e x p e r i e n c e  a s  a  sy s tem  w i t h o u t  h a v i n g  any 
o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t s  w h ich  would j u s t i f y  su ch  a  p r o c e d u r e ,m u s t  
n o t  l e a d  us  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  i t  i s  an e m p i r i c a l  p r i n c i p l e , i _ . e . ,  
a  p r i n c i p l e  which  i s  d e r i v e d  from o b s e r v a t i o n  o f  e m p i r i c a l  
o b j e c t s . l t  i s  a  g en u in e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e . l t  c a n n o t  be 
a t t r i b u t e d  to  e x p e r i e n c e , b u t  i s  a  p r o d u c t  o f  th e  human mind 
and i s  assumed p r i o r  t o  a l l  a c t u a l  XXltXXlWXX e x p e r i e n c e • "Such 
a  p r i n c i p l e  c a n n o t  be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  e x p e r i e n c e , b e c a u s e  i t  i s  
XXXXX o n l y  on the p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  o f  i t  t h a t  we can  e n q u i r d
I n t o  e x p e r i e n c e s  i n  a  s y s t e m a t i c  m an ne r . " (JL tSf-J ,  1 9 2 ,Bueck;
1 8 ,Lehmann.)
Kant g oes  on to  e x p l a i n  t h a t  fo rm u la e  such  a s iW a tu re
t a k e s  t h e  s h o r t e s t  w a y ,she  d oes  n o t h i n g  fortuit^ously,-»heAjUAv.-^. 
makes no l e a p s  i n  the  v a r i e t y  o f  formsr&he i s  r i c h  i n  s p e c i e s
and y e t  a t  th e  same t ime s p a r i n g  -3*n-gene r a j  a r e  n o t h i n g  e l s e
\ \
than the very  same tra n sc e n d e n ta l  ex p ress io n  of Judgment which 
e s ta b l i s h e s  a p r in c ip le  fo r  i t s  own s p e c ia l  u s e ,a  p r in c ip le  
by which i t  may reg a rd  experience as  a  sy s te it t / ." This i s  
i n t e r e s t i n g  because in  the f i r s t  p lace  we have to note th a t  
in  the C r it iq u e  of Pure Reason Kant a t t r i b u t e d  t h i s  p r in c ip le  
and these  formulae to  Reason,and we now see th a t  he has given 
up th i s  p a r t  o f h i s  d o o t r in e . (-See above ),But i t  i s  a ls o
ambiguous,fo r  Kant does n o t make i t  c le a r  t h a t  so  fa r  h e  i s
c o n ce rn e d  o n l y  v / i th  a  s p e c i a l  k i n d  o f  e m p i r i c a l  s y s t e m , v i z . ,  
t h e  l o g i c a l  s y s t e m . T h i s  w i l l  become c l e a r  i n  t h e  n e x t  p a r a g r a p h .  
But  i t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t o  s t a t e  h e r e  t h a t  so f a r  Kant  i s  c o n c e rn e d  
o n ly  w i t h  th e  l o g i c a l  sy s tem  o f  o u r  e m p i r i c a l  c o n c e p ts .W h a t  he 
i s  t h i n k i n g  o f  i s  t h a t  an  e m p i r i c a l  s c i e n t i s t , / / ^ / /  e . g . , a  
b o t a n i s t , p r e s u p p o s e s  t h a t  he  w i l l  su c c e e d  i n  b r i n g i n g  h i s  
o b j e c t s , v i z . , p l a n t s , u n d e r  c e r t a i n  s p e c i e s  and g e n e r a ,  t h a t  h i s  
c o n c e p ts  and d e f i n i t i o n s  w i l l  be  r e l a t e d  to  one a n o t h e r , o r # i n  
o t h e r  w o r d 8 , t h a t  he w i l l  be a b l e  to  a r r i v e  a t  a  l o g i c a l  sy s tem  
0 1  c o n c e p t s  and n o t  be p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  a  d i s c o n t i n u o u s  a g g r e g a t e .  
What we have l e a r n t  from S e c t i o n  4 i s  o n ly  t h a t  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  
v /h E U h  i s  a p p l i e d  by us  when we p r e s u p p o s e  t h a t  n a t u r e  i s  a. 
l o g i c a l  sys tem  i s  a  p r i n c i p l e  which  b e lo n g s  n e i t h e r  t o  the
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  n o r  to  R eason  b u t  i s  p ro d u ce d  by Judgment.
gg c t i o n  5 .
In  S e c t i o n  5 a  new tdrm i s  i n t r o d u c e d , v i z _ . , r e f l e c t i v e  
J u d g m e n t . R e f l e c t i v e  Judgment i s  to  be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from 
d e t e r m i n a n t  X X X X X X X X X  Judgment .The  f u n c t i o n  o f  d e t e r m i n a n t  
Judgment h a s  been  e x p l a i n e d  i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure  R e a s o n ,
e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  c h a p t e r  on the Schematism.We have seen  t h a t
i n  the  f i r s t  Cri t i q u e  Judgment i s  f o r  Kant a  mere f a c u l t y  o f  
subsuming p a r t i c u l a r s  unde r  g iv e n  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s  o r  c o n c e p t s .  
This  view i s  m a i n t a i n e d  as  f a r  a s  d e t e r m i n a n t  Judgment i s  
c o n c e rn e d .  The o n ly  f u n c t i o n  of  d e t e r m i n a n t  Judgment i s  to  
“PP ly  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s  XX o r  c o n c e p ts  XX g iv e n  by th e  u n d e r s t a n d ­
in g  to  p a r t i c u l a r s  g i v e n  by  i n t u i t i o n .  R e f l e c t i v e  Judgment h a s  
an e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  f u n o t i o n . l t  i s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  r e l a t i o n
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o f  e m p i r i c a l  law s and e m p i r i c a l  c o n o e p t 3 , b u t  t h e r e  a r e  no
u n i v e r s a l  o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t s  g i v e n  t o  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm ent .
F o r  Judgment i t s e l f  d o es  n o t  p ro d u ce  any  c o n c e p t s  o r  r u l e s *
end th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  p ro d u c e s  o n l y  s t r i c t l y  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s
which a r e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  g e n e r a l . I n  s p i t e  o f  t h i s
l a c k  o f  d e t e r m i n a t e  u n i v e r s a l  c o n ce p ts* Ju d g m en t  assumes th a t
i t  w i l l  f i n d  d e t e r m i n a t e  e m p i r i c a l  c o n c e p t s  f o r  a l l  o b j e c t s  o f
e x p e r i e n c e . H e r e  t h e r e  i s  a  d i f f i c u l t y , f o r  i t  m ig h t  seem a s  i f
the  p r i n c i p l e  assumed were  n o t  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a  p r i o r i
p r i n c i p l e 9i . e . , n o t  a  t r u e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e , b u t  a  p r i n c i p l e
b e lo n g i n g  to f o r m a l  L o g ic ,w h ic h  i s  i n  no way c o n c e rn e d  w i t h
o b j e c t s  b u t  o n l y  v / i th  o u r  c o n c e p t s  o f  them and t h e i r  d i v i s i o n .
I t  i s  Logic  t h a t  t e a c h e s  us t o  compare a  g i v e n  ■ (V o r s te  1 l u n g )
w i th  o t h e r s , t o  a b s t r a c t  what  i s  common t o  them^and i n  t h a t  way
to  make a  c o n c e p t .  Such a  p r o c e d u r e  h a s  o b v i o u s l y  n o t h i n g  to
do w i t h  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s „ b u t  i s  con ce rned  o n l y  w i t h  our  c o n o ep t*
and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  each  o t h e r . ;0n c l o s e r  i n s p e c t i o n  o f  th e
u n a b le
problem i t  a p p e a r s , h o w e v e r , t h a t  we sh o u ld  be XtfXX t o  a r r i v e  a t  
e m p i r i c a l  c o n c e p t s  o f  a c tu d ’a l  o b j e c t s , t o  a r r a n g e  them i n  a  
l o g i c a l  sys tem  and to  d i v i d e  them i n t o  c l a s s e s , i f  n a t u r e  c o n ta in ­
ed n o t h i n g  b u t  an e n d l e s s  m u l t i p l i c i t y  o f  t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  
o b j e c t s , . I n  o t h e r  w o r d s , i n  th e  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  t h a t  we s h a l l  be 
a b le  to  a p p ly  our  p r i n c i p l e  of  l o g i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , i t  i s  
im p l ied  t h a t  n a t u r e  i t s e l f ^  i n  s p i t e  o f  i t s  a p p a r e n t l y  e n d l e s s  
m u l t i p l i c i t y  y e t  e x h i b i t s  a  s y s t e m a t i c  d i v i s i o n  i n t o  s p e c i e s  
and g e n e r a . F o r  o n ly  i f  M i s  i s  supposed  w i l l  Judgment when 
concerned  w i t h  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  f i n d  i t  p o s s i b l e  to  compare 
them w i t h  one a n o t h e r  a c c o r d in g  to  t h e i r  common c h a r a c t e r i s t i c * * 
and ifi-fw eh ■ o -way t o  a r r i v e  a t  a  sys tem  o f  e m p ir ica l co n cep t* .
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We see  now t h a t  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Judgment  which  assumes an 
e m p i r i c a l  sy s tem  o f  n a t u r e , a l t h o u g h  o n ly  a  sy s tem  o f  our  c o n c e p t s  
o f  e m p i r i c a l  o b j e c t s ^ r e s t s  upon a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a  p r i o r i  
p r i n c i p l e , i . e . , a  p r i n c i p l e  which  i s  n o t  m e r e ly  co n ce rn ed  w i t h  
our c o n c e p t s  o f  b a t u r a l  o b j e c t s , b u t  a l s o  w i t h  th e  o b j e c t s  them­
s e l v e s .  We p r e s u p p o s e  t h a t  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  a r e  o f  such  a  k in d  
as  to  melee i t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  our  Judgment  (a )  to  a r r i v e  a t  e m p i r i c a l  
c o n c e p ts ^ w h ic h  would be i m p o s s i b l e  i f  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  were 
t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from each  othe^) ,and ( b ) t o  compare t h e s e  
c o n c e p t s  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r  and t o  a r r a n g e  them i n  a  sy s te m .
I t  i s , h o w e v e r , v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  t o  make a  c l e a r  
d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw een  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Judgment 
a n d  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  the  u n d e rs ta n d in g .W e  have  
to remember t h a t  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  p r o v i d e s  us  w i t h  d e f i n i t e  
r u l e s ,w he reas  Judgment can  do no more th a n  p r o v i d e  u s  w i t h  a  
g u i d in g  p r i n c i p l e , a  p r i n c i p l e  which e n a b l e s  u s  to  lo o k  f o r  
e m p i r i c a l  c o n c e p t s .T h o s e  c o n c e p t s , h o w ever , we can f i n d  o n l y  i n  
a c t u a l  e x p e r i e n c e ;w e  have no a p r i o r i  knowledge o f  t h e m . I t  i s  
q u i t e  t r u e  t h a t  we co u ld  n e v e r  a c q u i r e  r e a l  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  th e  
w o r ld  i f  we were u n a b le  to  d i s c o v e r  p a r t i c u l a r  law s o f  n a t u r e ,  
and c o n s e q u e n t l y  th e  p r i n c i p l e  which e n a b l e s  u s  to  loMc f o r  
them m ust  be r e g a r d e d  a s  a  g e n u in e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e . B u t  we 
must  n o t  f o r g e t  t h a t  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgment does  n o t  p r o v i d e  us  
w i t h  o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t s .  Vie do n o t  know p r i o r  to  a c t u a l  e x p e r i e n c e  
what  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  law s o f  n a t u r e  a r e , a n d  w h a t ^ t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s  
to  each  o t h e r .T h e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment p r e s u p p o s e s  t h a t  we s h a l l  
f i n d  a  c e r t a i n  r e g u l a r i t y  i n  n a t u r e , t h a t  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  w i l l  
be of  such  a  k in d  a s  t o  make i t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  u s  to  form c o n c e p ts  
of  them and t o  d i s c o v e r  e m p i r i c a l  l a w s , t h a t  n a t u r e  h a s  ob se rv ed
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a  c e r t a i n  e c o n o m y , th a t  t h e r e  i s  n o t  an  u n l i m i t e d  number o f  t o t a l !
d i f f e r e n t  law s b u t  a  l i m i t e d  number o f  law s w h ich  a r e  r e l a t e d
to  e a c h  o t h e r .  T h is  i s  a  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  w h ich  we a p p ly  
o n ly  i n  the  i n t e r e s t s  o f  our  k n o w l e d g e . l t  i s  n o t  an o b j e c t i v e  
p r i n c i p l e  o f  d e t e r m i n a t i o n , b u t  a  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t ­
i o n .  . T ha t  i t  c a n n o t  be r e g a r d e d  a s  a n y t h i n g  e l s e  f o l l o w s  from 
the f a c t  t h a t  i t  i s  a  p r i n c i p l e  f o r  t h e  l o g i c a l  employment o f  
Judgment  a l o n e .  Our Judgment p r e s u p p o s e s  t h a t  i t  can r e g a r d  
n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  a s  s u i t a b l e  f o r  a r r a n g e m e n t  i n  a  l o g i c a l  s y s te m .  
But we may ask:\Vhy h a s  i t  t o  assume th i s ? A n d  th e  answer i s :
Because  othyferwise  t h e  human mind c o u ld  n o t  know n a t u r e . I t  i s
n o t  n a t u r e  i t s e l f , b u t  th e  human mind which  need s  a  l o g i c a l  
sys tem  o f  n a t u r e .  :,Thus Judgment i t s e l f  makes a  pr i o r i  th e  
t e c h n iq u e  o f  n a t u r e  i n t o  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  i t 3  r e f l e c t i o n ,  
w i t h o u t  however b e i n g  a b l e  to e x p l a i n  o r  d e te r m in e  i t  any 
f u r th e r . I T o r  do es  i t  p o s s e s s  f o r  t h i s  an o b je c t iv e  d e t e r m i n ­
in g  p r i n c i p l e  i n  th e  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t  o f  n a t u r e ( d e r i v e d  from 
knowledge o f  t h e  t h i n g s  t h e ia s e lv e s )  . I t  doea  so o n ly  i n  o r d e r  
to  be a b l e  to r e f l e c t  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  i t s  own s u b j e c t i v e  
law,in>i a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  i t s  own need s  and y e t  i n  c o n fo r m i ty  
* * t h  u n i v e r s a l  laws o f  n a t u r e . "  ( C .o f  J . 19 5 ,B ueek ;2 1 ,L e h m an n . )
We u n d e r s t a n d  now t h a t  the  p r i n c i p l e  which i s  adop ted  
by Judgment  i s  a  m ere ly  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e . i n d e p e n d e n t  o f
w
the  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g i^ i t  c an no t  be d e r i v e d  from 
them,and y e t  r t-  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  them.But  we do n o t  y e t  u n d e r -  
s t a n d  what Kant means by the  t e r a y T e c h n i q u e  o f  n a t u r e " . " ^In th e  
p a ra g r a p h  which p r e c e d e s  t h e  p a s s a g e  wo have  j u s t  qu o ted  Kant 
p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgment d e a l s  w i t h  g iv e n  a p p e a ra n c e s  
t e c h n i c a l l y  o r  a r t i f i c i a l l y , n o t  m e c h a n i c a l l y  o r  s c h e m a t i c a l l y .
The p r in c ip le  which i s  employe; i s  an in d eterm in ate  p r in c ip le
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o f  a  p u r p o s i v e  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  n a t u r e  i n  a  system.We a r e  t o l d  
t h a t  Ibhis t a k e s  p l a c e  a s  i t  were  f o r  t h e  b e n e f i t  o f  our  Judg­
m en t ,  f o r  i t  i s  Judgment  w h ich  m ust  p r e s u p p o s e  t h a t  t h e  law s  
o f  n a t u r e  a r e  a r r a n g e d  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y ^  s i n c e  w i t h o u t  such  a  p r e ­
s u p p o s i t i o n  we c o u ld  n o t  hope to  f i n d  o u r  way i n  t h e  m a n .n o ld  
o f  p o s s i b l e  p a r t i c u l a r  l a w s . T h i s  i s  a l x  v e r y  d i f f i c u l t , f o r  
•Cant d oes  n o t  make i t  c l e a r  w h e th e r  t h e  i d e a  o f  a  t e c h n i q u e  o f  
n a t u r e  i s  m e r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e  o r  w h e th e r  i t  m u s t  a t  l e a s t  to  
some e x t e n t  be a t t r i b u t e d  to  n a t u r e  i t s e l f . ' ,V e  may be  i n c l i n e d  
to  b e l i e v e  th e  l a t t e  r  , b e c a u se  Kant s p e a k s  o f  a  p u r p o s iv e  
d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  n a t u r e  which  a r r a n g e s  p a r t i c u l a r  lav/s in  a  sy s tem  
so t h a t  i t  may be p o s s i b l e  f o r  u s  to  have e x p e r i e n c e  of  them, 
which o t h e r w i s e  we c o u ld  n o t  h ave .O n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d . i t  seems 
a b su rd  to  a s c r i b e  t o  n a t u r e  any su ch  purpose .W e assume i t  on
m e r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e  g rou nd s .H av e  we any r i g h t  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t
SVe-A. c^-
n a t u r e  a r r a n g e s  i t s  law s in  an—ar t i £ 1 o icS : manner o n ly  in  order  
to  p l e a s e  u e ? J t  seems a s  i f  Kanffc r e a l l y  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  we had, 
f o r  he s a y s : " T h e  s p e c i f i c  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Judgment i s  t h e r e f o r e  
a s  f o l l o w s : N a t u r e  s p e c i f i e s  h e r  u n i v e r s a l  law s  i n t o  e m p i r i c a l  
laws i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  th e  form o f  a  l o g i c a l  sys tem  on b e h a lf  
o f  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  -Judgment. " ( C. o f  J .  196,B u eo k ; 2 5 , Lehmann)
/ A p a ssa g e  i n  th e  second  I n t r o d u c t i o n  ( p o1 3 0 ) w i l l  h e l p  u s  to 
u n d e r s t a n d  h im .T h e re  Kant p o i n t s  p u t  t h a t  th e  u n i v e r s a l  laws 
of  n a t u r e  have  t h e i r  g round  i n  o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  which  p r e ­
s c r i b e s  them t o  n a t u r e j R e f l e c t i v e  Judgment r e q u i r e s  a p r i n c i p l e  
of  i t s  ovrn,£or i t  i s  c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  p a r t i c u l a r  laws i n  r e s p e c t
of  which our u n d erstan d in g  - d eterm in es n o t h in g . l t  has to assume
j ' V "• . fasJly
the u n ity  o f  p a r t ic u la r  lawe^&pd t h is  i t  can do in  no e t h e r
■way  th aw by r e p r e se n t in g  to  i t s e l f  a£? ttier  u n d erstan d in g ,
1 5 8 .
d i f f e r e n t  from the human u n d ersta n d in g ,w h ich  fo r  the b e n e f i t  
o f  our o o g n it iv e  f a c u l t i e s  has arranged the p a r t ic u la r ,e m p ir ic a l
law 3  so a s  t o  make p o s s i b l e  a  sy s tem  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  a c c o r d i n g  
to  p a r t i c u l a r  n a t u r a l  l a w s . Kant g o e s  on a s  f o l l o w s . " T h i s  i s  
n o t  t o  be t a k e n  a s  i m p ly in g  t h a t  such  an  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  m ust b-.? 
a c t u a l l y  be a s su m e d * fo r  i t  i s  o n l y  t h e  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgment 
w h ich  a v a i l s  i t s e l f  o f  t h i s  i d e a  a s  a  p r i n c i p l e  f o r  the purpose  
o f  r e f l e c t i o n  and n o t  f o r  d e t e r m i n i n g  a n y t h i n g j b u t  t h i s  facu lty^  
g a v i s  by t h i s  means a  law to  i t s e l f  a lo n e  and n o t  t o  n a tu re ."
( 8 . o f  J .  180)
We can  now u n d e r s t a n d  why Kant  b e l i e v e s  th a t Judg­
m en t ,  even when i t  i s  c o n ce rn e d  w i t h  n o t h i n g  b u t  th e  l o g i c a l  
sy s tem  o f  n a tu r e # m u s t  c o n c e iv e  th e  i d e a  o f  a  t e c h n i q u e n o f  n a tu r e .  
Judgment h a s  to  p r e s u p p o s e  t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  law s o f  n a tu re  
a re  a l l  r e l a t e d  to  one a n o t h e r , t h a t  t h e y  a r e  a  sy s tem  and n o t  
a  mere a g g r e g a t e .N o w , t h e  o n ly  kind o f  u n i t y  o f  w h ich  our ufader- 
s t a n d i n g  knows i s  the  u n i t y  o f  t h e  u n i v e r s a l  lav/s which i t  i s  
e n t i t l e d  to  assume b eca u se  i t  i s  the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  i t s e l f  which
1-i-wA ,(KJ*W
p*Lo&u-ee-8 th e s e  l a w s .T h e y  a re  a l l  u n i t e d  and r e l a t e d  to  e a c h  
o t h e r , b eca u se  th e y  a re  a l l  d e r i v e d  f rom  one u n d e rs t a n d in g .N o w ,  
Judgment i a  i n  s e a r c h  o f  a  d i f f e r e n t  k in d  o f  u n i t y , v i z . , t h a  
u n i t y  of  p a r t i c u l a r  l a w s ^ w i th  which  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  ia  n o t  
concerned  and i n  r e s p e c t  o f  which i t  can d e te rm in e  n o t h i n g . I f  
such a  u n i t y  i s  to  be t h o u g h t  p o s s i b l e  a t  a l l , o u r  Judgment must 
assume t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t s  a n o th e r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  which  co n ta in s  
the  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  u n i t y  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  laws,We c o n ce iv e  the  
I d e a  o f  a  ■aupfra-huaiari u n d e r s t a n d i n g  which  h a s  a r r a n g e d  th e  
p a r t i c u l a r  law s no-t  me r e l y  meehttn f-ca  1 ly  -bu-ft t e c h n i c a l l y , ! * e • ,  
so t h a t  t h e y  a r e  a l l  r e l a t e d  to  each  o t h e r  and a l l  b elon g  to
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one u n ity .T h e y  are n o t  mere p a r ts  o f  n a tu r e ,b u t  are dependent 
upon the id e a  o f  th e  w h o le .c o n c e iv e d  by th e  mind o f  a  su p er­
human b e in g  to  w hich  th e y  owe th e ir  e x is t e n c e ^ B u t  here th ere
i s  a  d i f f i c u l t y . I s  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  w h ic h  makes use  of  th e  I d e a  
o f  a  superhuman u n d e r s t a n d i n g  and o f  a  t e c h n iq u e  o f  n a t u r e  
a  s u b j e c t i v e  o r  an o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e , o r  i s  i t  p e rh a p s  in  some 
se n se  b o t h ? I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  i t  c a n n o t  be r e g a r d e d  a s  a  p u r e l y  
o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e , f o r  t h e  I d e a  o f  a  t e c h n iq u e  o f  n a t u r e  taken  
by i t s e l f  i s  a  mere I d e a  o f  Reason.We have  l e a r n t  i n  the C r lt iq u  
o f  Pure  R eason  t h a t  R eason  i s  t h e  o n l y  f a e u l t y n o f  th e  mind 
which t r a n s c e n d s  th e  w o r ld  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  and b e in g  a  f a c u l t y  
o f  P r i n c i p l e s  (P r in g i - p ie n ) p r e s u p p o s e s  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r s  are  
a b s o l u t e l y  d e te r m i n e d  by  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t # (See above 
[ ^  e--^ d  i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure  R eason Kant h a s  a ls o
xhown t h a t  R eason  c a n n o t  a c h ie v e  t h i s , t h a t  we can  have  no knowi 
l e d g e  of  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  w o r l d . I t  f o l l o w s  t h a t  Judgment i s  n o t  
e n t i t l e d  t o  assume t h e  o b j e c t i v e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  -supra-human 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g , a n d  t h a t  i t  c a n n o t  use  t h e  I d e a  o f  & techn iqu e  
o f  n a t u r e  aB an o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e . F o r  t o  do so i t  would have  
to  t r a n s c e n d  e x p e r i e n c e , i t  would have t o  have  knowledge o f  a
r --- /WuS'f’ t
s u p e r s e n s i b l e  w i r ld . \W e  h a v e t o n o t e  t h a t  t h e . I d e a  off ft
Si
eupr a -human u n d e r s t a n d i n g  which a p p l i e s  th e  p r in c ip le  o f  
t e c h n iq u e  i s  p r e s u p p o s e d  by  r e f l e c t i v e  and n o t  by  determ inant 
Judgm ent .Judgment  assumes i t  i n  i t s  own i n t e r e s t  in  oreclr to  
have  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i o n . l t  does n o t  presume th a t  nature  
as  such owes i t s  e x is t e n c e  t o  an u n d e r s t a n d i n g  which employs 
the  p r i n c i p l e  o f  te c h n iq u e ,b u t  i t  c o n c e iv e s  such an Idea  for& j. 
sake o f  e n q u i r i n g  i n t o  n a tu r e .I t  g iv e s  a  law to  i t s e l f *not to  
n a tu re . I t  must take a s a b a s is  o f  i t s  en q u iry  th e  Idea  o f  a  
sys tem  o f  p a r t ic u la r  laws*becauBe i f  i t  d id  n ot i t  cou ld  n ot
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even b e g in  t o  e n q u i r e  i n t o  n a t u r e , o r  t o  a r r a n g e  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  
laws o f  n a t u r e  i n  a  l o g i c a l  sys tem .O n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d , i t  i s  i n t e r e s t ­
ed i n  n o t h i n g  b u t  i t s  own p r i n c i p l e . l t  does  n o t  even  a t t e m p t  t o  
d e te rm in e  n a t u r e  a s  su c h .T h e  I d e a  which  i s  assumed f o r  t h e  sake  
of  r f l e c t i o n  i s  a s  f o l l o w s : "Mature  s p e c i f i e s  i t s  u n i v e r s a l  law s 
i n t o  e m p i r i c a l  law s i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  t h e  form o f  a  l o g i c a l  sy s te m  
f o r b t h e  b e n e f i t  o f  Ju d g m e n t . "  (C .o f  J . 196 ,Bueck;13 ,Lehm ann)
We see  now t h a t  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Judgment i s  b o th  
s u b j e c t i v e  and o b j e c t i v e  a t  th e  same t i m e . I t  i s  s u b j e c t i v e  b e c a u s e  
i t  i s  a  mere p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i o n , w h i c h  d o e s  n o t  i n  any  way 
e n a b le  us  t o  d e t e r m i n e  n a t u r e  a s  s u c h , i . e . , a s  an o b j e c t  independ­
e n t  o f  t h e  human m i n d . I t  i s  o b j e c t i v e  i n  so f a r  a s  th e  human mind 
must  n e c e s s a r i l y  assume i t , i . e . , i n  so f a r  a s  i t  i s  an  a  p r i o r i  
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e . B u t  t h e r e  i s  a n o t h e r  d i f f i c u l t  p o in t .
We have to remember t h a t  we do n o t  y e t  u n d e r s t a n d  v/hat Kant  means 
by "a purposive jness )  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  n a t u r e  i n  a  s y s t e m ."  (C .o f  J .
1 9 4 ,B u eck ;2 1 , Lehmann)V?e s h a l l  see  a s  we go on t h a t  th e  problem  o f  
th e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o f  n a t u r e  i s  th e  c e n t r a l  p rob lem  o f  th e  C r itiq u e  
o f  Judgm e n t , and t h e r e f o r e  we have to  a sk  o u r s e l v e s  what Kant u n d e r ­
s t a n d s  h e r e  by  " p u r p o s iv e "  and why he  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  the  I d e a  of  
a  l o g i c a l  sys tem  which Judgment c o n c e iv e s  i m p l i e s  th e  I d e a  o f  a 
p u r p o s i v e n e s s  of  n a t u r e .  / 1  s h a l l  b e g in  my e x p l a n a t i o n  w i t h  a  
q u o t a t i o n . A f t e r  h a v in g  d e f i n e d  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Judgm ent , Kant  g oes  
on as  fo l low s ."K ow  h e r e  a r i s e s  the  c o n c e p t  o f  a  p u rpos ivenem s o f  
n a t u r e . T h i s  i s  a  c o n ce p t  b e lo n g i n g  e x c l u s i v e l y / t o ^ J u d g m e n t . I t  
does n o t  b e lo n g  to  R e a s o n , f o r  th e  pu rp o se  i s  n o t  p o s i t e d  in  t h e  
o b j e c t  b u t  m e r e ly  in  th e  s u b j e c t  and i t s  mere f a c u l t y  o f  r e f l e c t ­
in g .B o r  we c a l l  p u r p o s i v e  t h a t  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  which seems to  
presuppose  a  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of  the  same th ing .Now n a t u r a l  law s
which  a r e  so c o n s t i t u t e d  and r e l a t e d  to  e a c h  o t h e r  a s  i f
Judgment had  d e s i g n e d  them a c c o r d i n g  t o  i t s  own n e e d s  a r e
5 t - «*-.
somewhat s i m i l a r  to  -the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f t h i n g s  -which  coo
f\
-{vjrS-^T-the p o o o i b H rtty-)pre  su p p o s e s  a  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  
t h i n g s  a s  t h e i r  g r o u n d . " ( C. o f  J .  1 9 7 ,h u e c ^ )  What i s  most  d i f f i c ­
u l t  h e r e  i s  K a n t ’s v e r y  a b s t r a c t  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  " p u r p o s e " .  I t  
m ay jhow ever ,be  i l l u s t r a t e d  by  a  s im p le  e x a m p le .L e t  u s  assume 
t h a t  we ju d g e  t h a t  a n a t u r a l  b o d y j e , g . 9an o r g a n i s m , s e r v e s  a  
p u rpose  .What do we mean by  this?V/e b e l i e v e  t h a t  th e  o rgan ism
Wei-? -nr
■has-been c r e a t e d  by a  b e i n g  « r  whose mind the c o n c e p t  o f  what  
the  o rgan ism  was t o  be was p r e s e n t  b e f o r e  i t  c r e a t e d  i t .W e  
assume t h i s , b e c a u s e  we b e l i e v e  i t  to  be im p o s s i b l e  t h a t  th e  
p a r t s  o f  the  o rgan ism  and th e  whole o rgan ism  which we f i n d  
relate*, to e a c h  o t h e r  and i n  harmony w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r  co u ld  
e x i s t , i f  such  a r e l a t i o n  be tw een  p a r t  and p a r t  and be tw een  
p a r t  and whole and su ch  a  harmony had  n o t  been  i n t e n d e d  by an 
i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g ’i'We assume t h a t  t h i s  b e in g  f i r s t  r e p r e s e n t s  
to i t s e l f  what the  o rgan ism  i s  to  be .T he  e x i s t e n c e  o f  th e  t h i n g  
depends on w h e th e r  th e  ■ts-amv:—th ir ty  h a s  been  r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  the  
mind o f  an i n t e l l i g e n t  being.We jud g e  t h a t  b u t  f o r  t h i s  i t  
cou ld  n o t  e x i s t  a t  a l l , a n d  we t h e r e f o r e  c a l l  i f p u r p o e i v e ". 
jWe can now u n d e r s t a n d  K a n t ’ s d e f i n i t i o n ; " F o r , - p u r p o s i v e  we c a l l  
t h a t  the  e x i s t e n c e  o f  which  seems to  p re s u p p o se  /  a  r e p r e s e n t ­
a t i o n  of  the  same thing-'*'.'•But what  i s  the  a n a lo g y  be tw een  t h i s
h in d  of  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  and the  m e r e ly  l o g i c a l  p u r p o s i v e n e s s
"7<> V9 fa . HaXpT fto f  <’' ■- ~ v
which i s  the  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  ^udgment^ 'udgment  p r e ­
supposes  t h a t  a i l  e m p i r i c a l  laws b e lo n g  to  a  sy s te m .T h ia  
im p l i e s  t h a t  the  e m p i r i c a l  laws a re  r e l a t e d  to>;each o t h e r , a n d  
£-lso t h a t  t h e y  a r e  r e l a t e d  to  th e  u n i v e r s a l  laws o f  n a t u r e .
We assume t h a t  n a t u f e  s p e c i f i e s  i t s  u n i v e r s a l  l a w s  a c c o r d i n g  
t o  th e  I d e a  o f  a  sy s te m  so t h a t  e v e r y  p a r t i c u l a r  law i s  r e l a t e d  
to  e v e r y  tffif eVj^tV o t h e r » a n d  a l l  a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  th e  u n i v e r s a l  
laws o f  w h ich  t h e y  a re  mere i n s t a n c e s .N o w  we c a n n o t  r e g a r d  
t h i s  r e l a t i o n  a s  m e re ly  a c c i d e n t a l ^ ' / e m ust  assume t h a t  n a t u r e  
which  we r e p r e s e n t  to  o u r s e l v e s  a s  an i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g  i n t e n d ­
ed i t s  law s to  b e lo n g  to  a sys tem ,jU e^_ , to  s t a n d  i n  a  c o n n e c t i o n  
i n  which  e v e r y  p a r t  i s  r e l a t e d  to  e v e r y  o t h e r  and t o  the  w h o le .  
We a s c r i b e  to  n a t u r e  a  s p e c i f i c  k in d  o f  p u r p o s i v e n e s s , nam e ly ,  
a  l o g i c a l  p u r p o s i v e n e s s . V e  have s e en  t h a t  when we ju d g e  an  
o b j e c t  to  be p u r p o s i v e  we assume t h a t  th e  o b j e c t  c o u ld  n o t  
e x i s t  u n l e s s  i t  had b e en  r e p r e s e n t e d  by an i n t e l l i g e n t  b e i n g .  
T h e r e f o r e , s i n c e  th e  a s su m p t io n  o f  a  sy s tem  o f  e m p i r i c a l ^  
n a t u r a l  law s i m p l i e s  an i d e a  o f  i tB  p u r p o s i v e n e s s ,w e  must  a l s o  
assume t h a t  i t  h a s  b e en  b ro u g h t  a b o u t  by an i n t e l l i g e n t  b e i n g ,  
by a  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  which i s  to  be r e g a r d e d  as
the g round  o f  i t s  p o s s i b i l i t y . T h i s  i s  s t a t e d j i n  a  passage in  
th e  second  I n t r o d u c t i o n : " A c c o r d i n g l y  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Judgment 
i n  r e s p e c t  o f  th e  form of  t h i n g s  o f  n a t u r e  under  e m p i r i c a l  
lav/a g e n e r a l l y  i s  the  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o f  n a t u r e  in  i t s  
m u l t i p l i c i t y . I n  o t h e r  w o r d s , n a t u r e  i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  a« i f  our  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  c o n ta in e d  th e  g round  o f  the  u n i t y  o f  th e  m a n i fo ld  
o f  i t s  e m p i r i c a l  l a w s . "  (C .o f  J .181)
I t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t o  n o te  once more t h a t  in
S e c t i o n  4 o f  t h e  I n t r o d u c t i o n  Kant  i s  co n ce rned  o n ly  w i t h
l o g i c a l  p u r p o s i v e n e s s .H e  s a y s  h i m s e l f  t h a t , i n  assum ing the
p r i n c i p l e  of  p u r p o s i v e n e s s , J u d g m e n t  i n  no way assum es th a t  
the  form s o f  n a t u r e  th e m se lv e s  a r e  p u r p o s i v e j f ^ y . I t  i s  o n ly  
in te r e s te d  in  a sk in g  w h e th e r  t h e y  a r e  r e l a t e d  to  each other#
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and w h e t h e r , i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e i r  g r e a t  v a r i e t y , t h e y  a r e  f i t t e d  to
he a r r a n g e d  i n  a  l o g i c a l  sy s tem  of  c o n c e p t s » ( C .o f  i l . 197 , .Suede?
2 3 , Lehmann) V/e can s e e  f rom t h i s  t h a t  K a n t ' s  p rob lem  i s  a
s p e c i f i c a l l y  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r o b le m ,a n d  t h a t  b o t h  h i s  q u e s t i o n
and h i e  answer a r e  e n t i r e l y  dep en  d e n t  on t h e  g e n e r a l  p rob lem
o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i lo s o p h y ,W e need o n ly  a3k o u rse lv e s ;W h y  do es
the  p rob lem  o f  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  a r i s e  a t  a l l ? f h e  answer i s  t h a t
i t  a r i s e s  b e c a u se  i t  had  been  shown i n  t h e  f i r s t  Cr i t i q u e  t h a t  
o b j e c t i v e
t h e  o n l y ^ c o n c e p t s  o f  n a t u r e  p o s s e s s e d  by th e  human mind were 
the  u n i v e r s a l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g . I n  t h e  C r i t i q u e  
o f  Judgment Kant  d i s c o v e r s  t h a t  even  when we a r e  c o n ce rn e d  
w i t h  n o t h i n g  b u t  a  l o g i c a l  p r o b l e m ,v i z . , th e  p rob lem  o f  a  
l o g i c a l  d i v i s i o n  o f  our  c o n c e p t s  o f  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s , w e  c a n n o t  
b u t  a s c r i b e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  to  n a t u r e . F o r  we must  assume t h a t  
n a t u r e  w i l l  n o t  make i t  i m p o s s i b l e  f o r  us to  a r r a n g e  our 
e m p i r i c a l  c o n c e p t s  o f  th o se  o b j e c t s  i n  a  sys tem .T he  c o n ce p t  
o f  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  w h ich  i s  th u s  d i s c o v e r e d  i s  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  
from what  i s  g e n e r a l l y  u n d e r s to o d  by the t e r m . I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  
s i n c e  t h i s  c o n ce p t  i s  o n ly  needed  f o r  use  i n  L og ic  i t  c a n n o t  
be r e g a r d e d  as  an o b j e c t i v e  d e t e r m i n i n g  c o n c e p t . F o r  the  p u rp o se  
which we a s c r i b e  to  n a t u r e  i s  e n t i r e l y  d e p e n d e n t  on th e  know­
in g  m i n d . I t  i s  n o t  p o s i t e d  i n  the  o b j e c t , ‘’b u t  m e r e ly  i n  th e  
s u t j e c t ^ | I n  the  C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgment Kant  d i s c o v e r s  a  new a
th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i o n . K a n t  h i m s e l f  i s  w e l l  aware o f  the  
f a c t  t h a t  h i . '  p rob lem  i s  a  s p e c i f i c  p rob lem  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  
p h i l o s o p h y , a s  we can  see  from th e  f o l l o w i n g  p a s s a g e »" I f  n a t u r e  
showed us n o t h in g  b u t  t h i s  l o g i c a l  p u rp os iv en ess^w e  sh o u ld  
a l r e a d y  have  g rounds  why we sh o u ld  admire  h e r  f o r  i t  s i n c e
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a c c o r d i n g  to  th e  u n i v e r s a l  law s o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  we 
c a n n o t  adduce any r e a s o n s  why i t  sh o u ld  do s o • h u t  h a r d l y  
anybody e x c e p t  p e r h a p s  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i l o s o p h e r  would be 
c a p a b le  o f  t h i s  a d m i r a t i o n , a n d  even he  would be u n a b le  t o  name 
any d e f i n i t e  case  w h ich  would  s e r v e  a s  p r o o f  o f  t h i s  p u r p o s i v e ­
n e s s  i n  the  c o n c r e t e » b u t  woo Id  have  t o  t h i n k  i t  m e r e ly  i n  
th e  a b s t r a c t . 11 (C .o f  J . Bu e c k ; t Z , 2 4 , Lehmann) 'V [
S e c t i o n  3 .
In  S e c t i o n  3 , w i t h  which we s n a i l  now d e a l , K a n t  seems a t  
f i r s t  s i g h t  to  be co n ce rn e d  w i t h  mere q u e s t i o n s  o f  d i v i s i o n ,  
be  m u s t n f i n d  o u t  w h e th e r  t h i s  i s  r e a l l y  s o , o r  w h e th e r  he  i s  
d i s c u s s i n g  in  t h i s  s e c t i o n  a  g e n u in e  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  p ro b lem .
The s e c t i o n  i s  headed^"The  sys tem  o f  a l l  f a c u l t i e s  o f  th e  
m in d ."K an t  b e g i n s  by s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e r e v a r e  t h r e e  such  
f a c u l t i e s , a n d  t h a t  t h e r e  c an no t  be any m o r e i v i z . , ( a ) t h e  
f a c u l t y  o f  k n o w l e d g e , ( b ) t h e  f e e l i n g  of  p l e a s u r e  and p a in ^ a n d  (o )  
the  f a c u l t y  of  d e s i r e . H e  g o e 3  on ao-.iexplain t h a t  t h e r e  have 
been  p h i l o s o p h e r s  who have t r i e d  to  e x p l a i n  away the  d i f f e r e n c e *  
be tw een  t h e s d  f a c u l t i e s  a s  m e r e ly  a p p a r e n t , a n d  have t r i e d  t o  
d e r i v e  the  o t h e r  twp f a c u l t i e s  f rom th e  f a c u l t y  o f  know ledge•
a i's .V fv y j
Such an a t t e m p t . h o w e v e r , i s  bound to t a i l , " f o r  t h e r e  rem a in s  a n  
-g ® # * * -d i f fe rence  be tw een  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  which  b e i n g  r e l a t e d  
m e re ly  to  the  o b j e c t  and to the  u n i t y  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  o f  t h e s e  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  b e lo n g  to knowledge and t h a t  o b j e c t i v e  r e l a t i o n  
i n  which th e y  a re  a t  th e  same t ime r e g a r d e d  a s  th e  cause  of 
the  r e a l i t y  o f  the o b j e c t  and a r e  to  be a s s i g n e d  to the  f a c u l t y  
of  d e s i r e , a n d  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  m ere ly  to  th e  s u b j e c t  i n  which 
case  th e y  a r e  t h e i r  own grounds  f o r  m e r e ly  m ain ta in in g  th e ir  
own e x is t e n c e  in  i t ( i . e . , t h e  su b jeo t)a n d  co n seq u en tly  must be
c o n s i d e r e d  i n  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  f e e l i n g  oi  p l e a s u r e . "
The l a s t  ty p e  n e i t h e r  i s  knowledge n o r  p r o d u c e s  i t » b u t  may 
p re s u p p o se  some k i n d  o f  knowledge a s  i t s  determining g r o u n d . "  
T h is  i s  a l l  v e r y  d i f f i c u l t .  I n  th e  f i r s t  p l a o e  we m us t  a s k  
what Kant  u n d e r s t a n d s  h e r e  by  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  d e s i r e . T h e  te rm  
i s  r a t h e r  m i s l e a d i n g , b e c a u s e  one i s - e a s i l y  i n c l i n e d  to  b e l i e v e  
t h a t  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  knowledge and t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  d e s i r e  a r e  
c o n ce rn e d  w i t h  th e  same ob jec t , jny5 jS. , a  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t . I f  t h i s  
were s o , t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  knowing and d e s i r i n g  an  o b j e c t
would be a mere d i f f e r e n c e  i n  our  a t t i t u d e  to w a rd s  one and t h e
6-e
same o b j e c t , a n d  i t  would h y  im p o s s i b l e  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  why Kant 
b e l i e v e s  t h a t  our  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  o f  th e  o b j e c t  o f  t h e  f a c u l t y  
o f  d e s i r e  a r e  a t  t h e  same t ime c a u s e s  o f  i t s  ex is tence .Bow *w e 
m ust  remember t h a t  Kant  h a s  shown i n  the  C r i t i q u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l  
h e  as  on t h a t  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  -p r a c t i c a -l -o r  m o ra l  a c t i o n s  i s  
f u n d a m e n ta l ly  d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  on which  our  t h e o r e t i c a l  
knowledge i s  b a se d .T h e  r e a s o n  f o r  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t  
.p ra e -ti o a l  a c t i o n s  a r e  n o t  dep en d e n t  upon an e x t e r n a l  n a tu r a l  
o b j e c t . T h e  o b j e c t  w i t h  which our  m o ra l  a c t i o n s  a r e  co nce rn ed  
i s  n o t  a  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t  b u t  th e  good i t s e l f . M o r e o v e r , i t  h a s  
been shown t h a t  -pree-b-rctrl a c t i o n s  a r e  n o t  d e p e n d e n t  on t h i s  
o b j e c t  , b u t  t h a t  th e y  p roduce  i t . T h e  o n l y  o b j e c t  o f  the
hAs!?-ro'-Q,
p r a c t i c a l  law i s  p ro d u ce d  by t h e  p ra c t i c a l  a c t i o n ,  [ ^ e  above 
T h u s , i n  .'Cant’ s m ora l  p h i lo s o p h y  th e  te rm  " f a c u l t y  o f  d e s i r e ” 
means som eth ing  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from what  we m ig h t  e x p e c t . 
Commonly we t h i n k  o f  d e s i r e  a s  h a v in g  f o r  i t s  o b j e c t  a  n a t u r a l  
o b j e c t , p o s s e s s i o n  o f  which  i s  d e s i r e d .  K ant,h o w e v e r ,h o ld s  t h a t  
th e re  i s  a n o th e r  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  k in d  o f  d e s i r e ,v i z . , the deB ire  
to  r e a l i s e  t h e  g o o d .T h a t  we can a t tr ib u te  a n  X/XXXXXX
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i n d e p e n d e n t  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  t o  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  d e s i r e  i s  
due to  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  o b j e c t  o f  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  d e s i r e  i s
f u n d a m e n ta l l y  d i f f e r e n t  f rom  the  o b j e c t  w i t h  whivh t h e  f a c u l t y
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o f  t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge i s  concerned.rSrfet&e i s  why the  two 
m e n ta l  f a c u l t i e s  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from e a c h e o t h e r ,  
and why the  r e l a t i o n  be tv/eon fifa l s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t  changes  
c o m p le te ly  i n  the  case  o f  p r a c t i c a l  a c t i o n  w h ich  b r i n g s  i t s  
own o b j e c t  i n t o  e x i s t e n c e . l t  i s  an  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  k i n d  o f  
" o b j e c t i v e  r e l a t i o n " . I n  the  p r a c t i c a l  f i e l d  th e  i d e a  o f  the  
o b j e c t  i s  a t  t h e  same t ime th e  ground  o f  i t s  p o s s i b i l i t y i y / e  
can now u n d e r s t a n d  why Kant  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  an  e s s e n t i a l  
d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  th e  c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t y  and the f a c u l t y  o f
d e s i r e . T h e  l a s t  p a r t  o f  t h e  p a s s a g e  w h ich  we have  q u o te d ,w h e re
A*/, '••'■s’ u-y*J " Ah up
Kant sp e ak s  o f  -id -e-fes which  a r e  r e l a t e d  to th e  s u b j e c t  and v/hioh 
a re  c o n s i d e r e d  o n ly  i n  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to th e  f e e l i n g  o f  p le a su re *  
canno t  be u n d e r s t o o d  by  u s  y e t , c h i e f l y  b e c a u se  n a n t ' s  a s s e r t io n  
t h a t  a  f e e l i n g  may n o t  p roduce  knowledge and y e t  may depend on 
some k in d  o f  knowledge a s  i t s  d e t e r m i n i n g  ground  i s  so fa r  q u ite  
o b s c u r e .K a n t  do es  n o t  h e r e  adduce any r e a s o n s  f o r  h i s  a s s e r t i o n ,  
and we m ust  the re fox 'e  a w a i t  h i s  f u r t h e r  e x p l a n a t i o n .
C o n t in u in g  our  e x a m in a t io n  o f  C e c t io n  3 , we f i n d  t h a t  
Kant h o l d s  t h a t  i n  e x p e r i e n c e  i t  i s  e a s y  enough to  r e c o g n i s e  
a  c o n n e c t i o n  be tw een  our  knowledge o f  an  o b j e c t , o u r  f e e l i n g  
o i  p l e a s u r e  o r  p a i n  i n  i t s  e x i s t e n c e ) and the  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  
the  f a c u l t y  o f  d e s i r e  to  b r i n g  i t  i n t o  b e in g .S in c e ,h o w e v e r ,  
t h i s  c o n n e c t i o n  i s  n o t  b a s e d  upon an a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e . t h e  
f a c u l t i e e  o f  t h e  mind c o n s t i t u t e  a  mere a g g r e g a t e  and n o t a  
s y s t e m . F u r t h e r  he p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  th e  f a c t  t h a t  a s u b j e c t i v e  
f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s u r e  i s  c o n ta in e d  i n  the  o b j e c t i v e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n
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o f  th e  w i l l  which  f i n d s  i t s e l f  d e t e r m i n e d  by B e e s o n ’ s  c o n c e p t
o f  f reedom  do es  n o t  c o n n e c t  t h e  t h r e e  f a c u l t i e s  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r .  
F o r  t h i s  p l e a s u r e , b y  which  Kant  means t h e  r e s p e c t  f o r  th e  m o ra l  
l a w ,d o e s  n o t  p r e c e d e  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  w i l l . , b u t  f o l l o w s  
i t j o r  e l s e  i t  i s  p e r h a p s  n o t h i n g  b u t  th e  sc  n o a t i  on (S m p f in d u n g ) 
o f  th e  d e t e r m i n a l ) i l i t y  o i  the  w i l l  t h r o u g h  r e a s o n  i t s e l f , a n d
h . - r f '  t » . .
t h e r e f o r e  -no s p e c i f i c  f e e l i n g  o r  s u s c e p t i b i l i t y  which  would 
r e q u i r e  a  s p e c i a l  d i v i s i o n  i n  t h e  sy s te m  o f  th e  f a c u l t i e s  of  
th e  mind.  \ X u n t ' s a rgum ent  c o n t i n u e s  a s  f o l l o w s ,  file e m p i r i c a l  
a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  t h e  mind shows t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a
f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s u r e  which  i s  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  the  o t h e r  two
vf?..
f a c u l t i e s , t he  f a c u l t y  o f  knowledge and th e  f a c u l t y  o f  d e s i r e .  
That  th e  f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s u r e  i s  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  
d e s i r e  f o l l o w s  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  p l e a s u r e  may be t h e  d e t e r m i n ­
in g  ground  of  our  d e s i r e s . I t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  to  nft te  t h a t  Kant i s  
t h i n k i n g  h e r e  o f  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  d e s i r e  i n  do f a r  as  i t  i e  
d e te r m in e d  by m e r e ly  e m p i r i c a l  p r i n c i p l e 3 , 1 . 0 . , h e  t a k e s  d e s i r e  
i n  i t s  o r d i n a r y  s e n s e , t h e  d e s i r e  to  p o a se x s  a  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t  as  
d i s t i n c t  from th e  m ora l  d e s i r e , d e t e r m i n e d  by an a  p r i o r i  p r a c t ic a l  
p r i n c i p l e . A s  r e g a r d s  the  l a t t e r , i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  on K a n t ' s  j f /  
p r i n c i p l e s j t h e  p l e a s u r e  i n  t h e  o b j e c t  (v i z . , the  good) must  n e v e r  
p re c e d e  our  d e s i r e  to  r e a l i s e  i t . A l l  t h a t  Kant wi-ehes  t o  say  
h e re  i s  t h a t  e m p i r i c a l  o b s e r v a t i o n  shows t h a t  human b e i n g s  may 
d e s i r e  an o b j e c t  m e re ly  b e ca u se  t h e y  t a k e  p l e a s u r e  i n  i t .
Kant a c t u a l l y  s e t s  f o r t h  t h i s  v iew i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  P r a c t ic a l  
R easo n ,  (.see afeove )
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A nothe r  p o i n t  t o  he  n o t e d , a l t h o u g h  i t  i s  n o t  made e x p l i c i t  
by  K e n t , i s  t h a t  p l e a s u r e  may a l s o  be q u i t e  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  t h e
T  • C-O'l
f a c u l t y  o f  knowledge . K a n t ’ s a rgum en t  irs a s  f o l l o w s ,  
we a r e  t o  be a b l e  to  c o n n e c t  t h e  t h r e e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  th e  mind 
i n  a  s y s t e m , i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  t h a t  th e  f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s u r e  s h o u l d ,  
l i k e  t h e  o t h e r  two f a c u l t i e s  o f  t h e  r a i n d , r e s t  upon a  p r i o r i  
p r i n c i p l e s . 3 1 o w , th e  f a c u l t y  o f  knowledge d e r i v e s  i t s  a  p r i o r i  
p r i n c i p l e s  f rom t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , a n d  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  d e s i r e
from Ftasonstrfc t h e r e  a r e  t h r e e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  k n o w led g e ,v i z . ,  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g , J u d g m e n t  end P e a s o n .  What c o u ld  b erf more n a t u r a l  
th a n  to  suppose  t h a t  Judgm ent , the  i n t e r m e d i a t e  f a c u l t y  o f  
know ledge , w i l l  c o n t a i n  th e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s  f o r  t h e  f e e l i n g  
o f  p l e a s u r e  arid p a i n , t h e  i n t e r m e d i a t e  f a c u l t y  o f  th e  mind?
/ A l l  t h i s  i s  v e r y  d i s t r e s s i n g  to  the  r e a d e r  who i s  p r e p a r e d  to  
t a k e  Kant s e r i o u s l y , f o r  i t  seems as  i f  Kant were con ce rn ed  
h e r e  Q n ly  w i t h  an a r b i t r a r y  d i v i s i o n  of  the  c o n c e p ts  of  h i 3 
p h i lo s o p h y  and n o t  a t  a l l  w i t h  e. s e r i o u s  p r o b le m . I n  o t h e r  
w ords ,K an t  seems to  p roduce  h e r e  a  p i e c e  o f  mere a r c h i t e c t o n i c .  
I do n o t  t h i n k  X X  i t  can be d e n ie d  t h a t  K a n t ’ s p r e s e n t a t i o n  
of  h i s  p rob lem  i s  e x t r e m e l y  a r t i f i c i a l , a n d  t h a t  i f  ne h a s
s e r i o u s  g ro u nd s  h o l d in g  t h a t  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment and 
th e  f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s u r e  and p a in  b e lo n g  t o g e t h e r  he c e r t a i n l y  
does  n o t  m en t ion  them h e re .K e  must  now t r y  t o  f i n d  put w h e th e r  
he h a s  any good r e a s o n s  f o r  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  su ch  a  c o n n e c t io n  
e x i s t s  ^ S e c t io n  3 g i v e s  us n e r y  l i t t l e  he lp .W e may d er iv e  some 
c o n s o l a t i o n  from th e  f a c t  t h a t  Kant h i m s e l f  t e l l s  u s  t h a t  he 
w i l l  d e c id e  n o t h i n g  y e t  a s  to  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  such  a  c o n n e c t ­
ion.He adduces  one r e a s o n  why i t  m ig h t  be a o , y j g . , t h a t  the  
f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment i s  r e l a t e d  m e re ly  to  th e  s u b j e c t  and does  
n o t  produce any o b je c t iv e  con cep ts such as th ose  o f  under­
stan d in g  and F eason ,and  t h a t  the f e e l in g  o f  p lea su re  and pa in
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i s  a  m e r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e  f e e l i n g ^ v e n  t h i u , h o w e v e r , i s  n o t  v e r y  
c o n v in c in g  and d o e s  n o t  r e a l l y  s o l v e  our d i f f i c u l t y , . B u t  i n  the  
second I n t r o d u c t i o n  we f i n d  a  p a s s a g e  i n  w h ich  Kant  e x p l a i n s  
t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n  be tw een  t h e  f d e l i n g  o f  
p l e a s u r e  and th e  c o n c e p t  o f  th e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o f  na . ture  ( S e c t i o n  
6 ) , and we may hope t h a t  h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h i s  p ro b le m  w i l l  
g i v e  us some help.V/e may e x p e c t  t h i s , f o r  we know from our 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  S e c t i o n s  4 and 5 o f  th e  f i r s t  I n t r o d u c t i o n  
t h a t  Kant b e l i e v e s  t h a t  th e  f u n d a m e n ta l  i d e a  employed by the  
f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment  i s  the i d e a  o f  a  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o f  n a t u r e ,
I -
and we a l s o  know why he b e l i e v e s  t h i s . ]  The a rgum ent  o f  S e c t i o n  
6 o f  th e  second I n t r o d u c t i o n  may be p a r a p h r a s e d  a s  f o l l o w s .
That  n a t u r e  a s  r e g a r d s  i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  law s sh o u ld  h a rm on ise  
with, ou r  need  to  d i s c o v e r  a  u n i v e r s a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  t h e s e  law s 
(Kant i s  t h i n k i n g  of  our  need  to b r i n g  a b o u t  a  sys tem  o f  em p iria  
s i  law s)  must  be deemed c o n t i n g e n t  a s  f a r  a s  our  i n s i g h t  g o e s ,  
b u t  i t  i a  i n d i s p e n s a b l e  f o r  the  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  our  u n d e r s t a n d ­
i n g , S i n c e  the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  does n o t  su p p ly  i t  w i t h  any 
p r i n c i p l e  r e g a r d i n g  su ch  c u n i t y , t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment must  
a s c r i b e  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  to  n a t u r e , T h i s , h o w e v e r , i s  
a  s p e c i a l  k in d  o f  p u r p o s i v e n e s s , f o r  n a t u r e  i s  r e g a r d e d  a s  
p u r p o s iv e  o n ly  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  ou r  own knowledge o f  i t ^ l t  i s  
n o t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h i s  a r g u m e n t , f o r  we knov. a l r e a d y  
t h a t  a c c o r d in g  to  K a n t ' s  d o c t r i n e  t h e  human mind must n e c e s s a r i J  
aim a t  b r i n g i n g  a b o u t  a  sys tem  o f  e m p i r i c a l  laws.V/'e have a l s o  
seen  t h a t  t h i s  Id e a  o f  a  s y s t e m a t i c  u n i t y  o f  n a t u r e  c ann o t  be 
d e r i v e d  from th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,T h e  u n d e r s t a n d ­
in g  which i e  co nce rn ed  w i t h  the  u n i v e r s a l  laws o f  n a t u r e  cannot 
g u a r a n t e e  t h i s  u n i t y  of  the  p a r t i c u l a r  l a w s .  (See above )
The id e a  o f  the sy s te m a tic  u n ity  o f  p a r t ic u la r  lawe i s  a  produol
o f  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment  w h ich  on s u b j e c t i v e  g ro u n d s
a s c r i b e s  to n a t u r e  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  p u r p o s i Y e n e s s . l t  assumes
t h a t  n a t u r e  h a s  t a k e n  a c c o u n t  ox th e '  s p e c i a l  n e e d s  o f  th e
r     t i
human mind.\ ln  ou r  s e c t i o n  Kant  go es  on e x p l a i n  t h a t  th e
u n i v e r s a l  laws ox t h e n u n d e r s t a n d i n g  which  a t  th e  same t ime
a re  th e  u n i v e r s a l  laws o f  n a t u r e  do n o t  a s  r e g a r d s  t h e i r  o r i g i n
p re s u p p o s e  t h a t  n a t u r e  h a s  t a k e n  any r e g a r d  o f  o u r  c o g n i t i v e
t r i J L . .
f a c u l t i e s ,  "See ing  t h a t  i t  i s  a s -Jfer by t h e i r  means t h a t  we f i r s t  
come by any c o n c e p t i o n  o f  the  f&fi m ean ing  o f  a  knowledge o f  
th in g s (o f l  n a t u r e )  ana they  o f  n e c e s s i t y  a p p ly  to  n a t u r e  &b a n  
o b j e c t  of  our  c o g n i t i o n  i n  g e n e r a l . 11 ( C .o f  J . 1 8 6 ,1 6 7 )  T h is  i s  
a g a in  e a sy  to  u n d e r s t a n d .K a n t  a rg u e s  t h a t  s i n c e  the  u n i v e r s a l  
laws o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  a re  n e c e s s a r y  c o n d i t i o n s  of  o u r  e x p e r ­
ie n c e  o f  n a t u r e , i t  i s  by no means s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  n a t u r e  sh o u ld  
conform to  th e m .S in c e  t h e y  a r e  th e  u n i v e r s a l  a  p r i o r i  c o n d i t io n ®  
o f  e x p e r i e n c e , n a t u r e  a s  the. o b j e c t  o f  e x p e d ie n c e  must  conform 
to  them. f:Su./ " J -</ inu» tvW V-e® w*. tv\ f> ifao j"
¥fr?rfr n a t u r e  a s  r e g a r d s  i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  law s w i t h  t h e i r
p o s s i b l e  w e a l t h  of  v a r i e ty ja n d  h e te r o g e n e i t y j s h o u i d  conform to  
our  f a c u l t y  of  c o m p re h en s io n , t h l o ~ s &earn b y -rro- 'tffe-an ar-n e ce t rga ry»
0^ t h e  c o n t r a r y , i t  may seem s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  i t  sh o u ld  be s o .
I t  i s  th e  b u s i n e s s  o f  our  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  to i n t r o d u c e  u n i t y  
i n t o  n a t u r e . A s  r e g a r d s  the  p a r t i c u l a r  n a t u r a l  l a w s ,h o w e v e r , 
th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  c an no t  g iv e  u s a  an# n e c e s s a r y  o b j e c t i v e  laws 
r e g a r d i n g  t h e i r  u n i t y , a n d  i t  may r i g h t l y  be a sked  how we can 
e x p e c t  such  . u n i t y  o f  n a t u r e . T h e  s i t u a t i o n  w i t h  which the human 
mind is: c o n f r o n t e d  i s  t h a t  on the  one hand i t  must  o f  n e c e s s i t y  
assume t h a t  i t  w i l l  su c ce ed  i n  b r i n g i n g  a b o u t  a  sys tem  o f  
p a r t i c u l a r  l a w s , a n d  t h a t  on th e  otixer i t  h a s  no o b j e c t i v e
grounds w h atsoever  f o r  'b e lie v in g  th a t  i t  w i l l  su cceed*  The
• *  - -1 **■ v \ ‘ " - * - ^ v  .  ' r -  't/p*’. '  ‘  .  :Z*’ ’  v .  #’ A  ’  •
f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent,aocord ing t o n i t s  n eo e sea r y  a p r io r i  p r in o ip  
le ,m u s t  aim a t  b r in g in g  about a system  o f  p a r t ic u la r  la w s ,b u t  
i t  can never know p r io r  to  a c tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e  whdther i t  w i l l  
be a b le  to  do t h i s  or n o t .T h is ,K a n t a r g u e s , i s  why we f e e l  
p lea su re  whenever we d is c o v e r  th a t  two or more h e tero g en eo u s  
e m p ir ic a l law s have a oommon p r in c ip le .  "The a tta in m en t o f  
e v ery  aim i s  coup led  w ith  a f e e l in g  o f  p leasu re.H ow  where such  
a tta in m en t has fo r  i t s  c o n d it io n  a r e p r e s e n ta t io n  a p r io r i  -  
a s here a p r in c ip le  fo r  th e  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgment in  g e n e r a l -  
the f e e l in g  o f  p le a su r e  a ls o  i s  determ ined  by a ground which  
i s  a  P r io r i  and v a l id  fo r  a l l  men.* ( C .o f J . 187)
I t  i s  now e a sy  to  understand K an t's  argum ent. He 
b e l ie v e s  th a t  our f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment must n e c e s s a r i ly  aim a t  
r e la t in g  the p a r t ic u la r  law s o f  n atu re to  each  o th er ,a n d  b r in g -
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in g  them under common p r in c ip le s .  For t h i s  ta sk  i t  does n o t
p o s s e s s  any o b je c t iv e  r u l e s . I t  i s  on m erely  s u b je c t iv e  grounds 
th a t the human mind in  em ploying the p r in c ip le  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  
Judgment seek s to  b r in g  about a system  o f  p a r t ic u la r  la w s .
The p r in c ip le  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgment i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  coupled  
w ith  p le a s u r e . In f in d in g  th a t  natu re  i s  in  accordance w ith  
the u n iv e r s a l  law s o f  n a tu r e ,th e  knowing mind w i l l  f e e l  no 
p lea su re  a t  a l l  because th e  u n d erstand in g  knows th a t  t h i s n i s  
o b j e c t iv e ly  n e c e s s a r y . Our u n d erstand in g  has a p r io r i  knowledge 
o f  the f a c t  th a t  ev ery  o b je c t  o f  e x p er ien ce  m ust be determ ined
j  iv’t
*y  the u n iv e r s a l  law s o f  nature whioh d-t- i t e e i f  produces.Such
a n e c e s s i ty  doe n o t  e x i s t  fo r  the p r in c ip le  o f  Judgmentiand
(•wwtr
th a t i s  why w e ^ fe e l p lea su re  whenever we su cceed  in  making u se
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o f  t h i s  p r in c ip l e .B o th  th s  p r in c ip le  o f  Judgment and th e  f e e l i n g  
o f  p le a su r e  are a p r io r i  n e c e s s a r y  and u n iv e r s a l ly  v a lid ;a n d  
th ere  i s  a l s o  a  n e c e ss a r y  co n n e c tio n  betw een them* "The d is c o v e r y  
- - - - - -  th a t  two or more e m p ir ic a l,h e te r o g e n e o u s  law s o f
n atu re are a l l i e d  under one p r in c ip le  th a t  em braces them b oth  
i s  the ground o f  a  v e r y  a p p re c ia b le  p le a s u r e ,o f t e n  even  -aa ^  
adm iration  and such  to o  a s does n o t wear o f f  even  though we 
are a lr e a d y  fa m ilia r ^ w ith  i t s  o b j e c t ." ( C .o f J .1 87) "Something 
then  th a t  makes u s a t t e n t iv e  in  our e s t im a te  o f  n atu re to  i t s  
p u rp o siv en ess  f o r  our u n d ersta n d in g ,a n  endeavour to  b r in g  where 
p o ssib le^  i t s  h e tero g en eo u s law s under higher^ though s t i l l  
alw ays e m p ir ic a l, law s i s  req u ire d  in  order that^ on m eetin g  w ith  
su cc ess , p le a su r e  may be f e l t  in  t h i s  th e ir  accord  w ith  our 
c o g n it iv e  fa c u lty ,w h ic h  accord  i s  regarded  by u s aa m erely  
c o n tin g e n t ."  (C .o f  J .1 8 7 ,188)
£
I th in k  we have le a r ft t  from the argument which we 
have j u s t  examined th a t  Kant has v e r y  good r ea so n s  f o r  b e l ie v in g  ;
th a t Judgment and p le a su r e  b e lo n g  to g e th er ,a n d  th a t  h i s  rea so n
<v'-<w JLy
fo r  p u tt in g  forw ard such  a  v iew  i s  n o t^ tn a t hw w ish es  to  p u t  
h is  system  in  o r d e r .H is  argument i s  in  p e r fe c t  harmony w ith  
the fundam ental p r in c ip le s  o f  th fr- t r ans s nndon taa -p h ilo s o p h y ,  
and fo l lo w s  n e c e s s a r i ly  from them.Vhat i s  th e  problem w ith  
which he i s  h ere  concernedTAccording to  th e  d o c tr in e  o f  the  
tra n sc en d e n ta l p h ilo so p h y  a s s e t  fo r th  in  the f i r s t  C r it iq u e .th e  
o n ly  co n cep ts  and p r in c ip le  which the human mind produces are  
th o se  o f  th e  u n d e r s ta n d in g .lt  has been shown th a t  th ey  are  
o b j e c t iv e ly  n e c e ssa r y  c o n d it io n s  o f  e x p e r ie n c e .B u t th e  C r ltlo u a  
a t Pure Reaaop had overlook ed  th e  f a c t  th a t  f o r  e m p ir ica l  
knowledge we m ust a ls o  have a p r in c ip le  w hich e n a b le s  u s  to
i
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s t u d y  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  laws o f  n a t u r e . W i t h o u t  su ch  a  p r i n c i p l e  
e x p e r i e n c e  would be i m p o s s i b l e . I n  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgment 
Kant d i s c o v e r s  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e * t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  
Ju d g m e n t .T h i s  p r i n c i p l e  makes u s  a s s u m e /h o t  o n l y  t h a t  th e  
u n i v e r s a l  law s b u t  a l s o  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  law s o f  n a t u r e  b e lo n g  
to  a  s y s t e m . I n  d o in g  so we a s c r i b e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  t o  n a t u r e .
The c u r i o u s  f a c t  i s  t h a t  we e x p e c t  n a t u r e  t o  s e r v e  a  p u rp o se  
which i s  e n t i r e l y  o u rs* a n d  which  h a s  n o t h i n g  to  do w i t h  n a t u r e  
a s  s u o h * I t  i s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  t h e  human m i n d , v i z . , t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  
Judgm ent ,w hich  demands th e  sy s te m  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  l a w s .  As r e g a r d s  
th e  u n i v e r s a l  laws,we can know p r i o r  t o  a c t u a l  e x p e r i e n c e  t h a t  
n a t u r e  m ust  conform to  them.We have o b j e c t i v e  r e a s o n s  f o r  
e x p e c t i n g  i t , f o r  our  own minds have i n t r o d u c e d  them i n t o  i t .
But we can have no o b j e c t i v e  knowledge w h a t s o e v e r  o f  the  
Technique o f  n a t u r e  o r  t h e  i d e a  o f  a  n a t u r e  w h ich  a t f ianges  
i t s  p a r t i c u l a r s  i n  a  system.Wti m ere ly  w i s h  t h a t  i t  sh o u ld  be s o |  
we e x p e c t  and hope t h a t  i t  w i l l  b e , f o r  o t h e r w i s e  we sh o u ld  
have  no e x p e r i e n c e  o f  n a t u r e . T o  assume th e  p u r p o s i v e n e a s  o f  
n a t u r e  i s  s u b j e c t i v e l y  n e c e s s a r y  and o b j e c t i v e l y  c o n t i n g e n t .
I t  i s  th e  u n c e r t a i n t y  o f  our  own s u c c e s s  which  make* ua  f e e l  
p l e a s u r e  when we meet  w i t h  i t . A  m e r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  
m a n i f e s t s  i t s e l f  i n  a  s u b j e c t i v e  f e e l i n g .  The c o n n e c t io n  
be tw een  th e  two i s  a  p r i o r i  n e c e s s a r y .
I t  may be n o te d  h e r e  t h a t  S e c t i o n  11 o f  th e  I n t r o d u c t i o n  
w i l l  d i s c u s s  th e  aarne q u e s t i o n s , a n d  e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  q u e s t i o n  
of  a r c h i t e c t o n i c , f r o m  a more comprehens ive  p o in t  o f  view  •
i
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Section 6.
At th e  b e g in n in g  o f  t h i s  s e o t lo n # On th e  'P urposiveness
(>■>
o f th e  P om e o f  Nature a s so  many p a g t fo u la y . Sy  sterna«Kant 
e x p la in s  th a t  the Id ea  o f  a l o g i c a l  p u rp osiven esB #th e  id e a
th a t  nature w i l l  "conform to  th e  s u b je c t iv e  c o n d it io n s  o f  
Judgment in  r e s p e c t  o f  th e  p o s s ib le  X X //X X X X 0 /X X /X X X /X /X X X X X X  
co n n e c tio n  o f  e m p ir ic a l  co n cep ts  in  the t o t a l i t y  o f  one 
e x p e r ie n c e /11 ( C. o f  J . 197 »Bueck ? 24>Lehmann) # doe a n o t  e n t i t l e  us 
to  a sc r ib e  r e a l  p u rp o siv en ess  to  n a tu r e # i.e .# w e  must n o t a s c r ib e
c,c r  P -^ ^  - -v  c  a .
to  nature a f a c u l t y  o f  producing p a r t ic u la r  form s in  the fo r a
; i kr-_________ ________
-of-a: ByatenricI t  i s  q u ite  p o s s ib le  to  assume th a t  n a tu re  produces  
th in g s  in  such a way a s to  make i t  p o s s ib le  fo r  ua to  arrange  
our co n cep ts  o f  them in  a l o g i c a l  system #w ith ou t a t  the same 
tim e b e l ie v in g  th a t  th o se  p rod u cts o f  n a tu ie  co n ta in  w ith in  
th em selves a p r in c ip le  o f  sy s te m a tic  u n ity .L o g ic a l  p u r p o s lv s -  
n e ss  i s  concerned w ith  the r e la t io n  o f  th in g s  to  each o th er# o r  
ra th er  w ith  the r e la t io n s  among our con oep ts o f  them .In p re ­
supposing l o g i c a l  p u rp o siv en ess  we are n o t a t  a l l  concerned  
w ith  p a r t ic u la r  th in g s  a s such#but o n ly  w ith  th e ir  l o g ic a l  
r e la t io n a j f o r  in stan ce#w e b e l ie v e  th a t  c e r ta in  n a tu r a l o b je c t s  
such as s to n e s  or m in e ra ls  are capable  o f  b e in g  c l a s s i f i e d  
accord in g  to  th e ir  c h a r a c te r is t ic s # a lth o u g h  we do n o t aaor ib e  
t4  th em any in n er  u n ity  and in  f a c t  c o n sid er  them mere a g g r e g a te s . 
Kant h ere in tr o d u c e s  a  new term»nfamely,a b so lu te  purposivane^y .  
which he d e f in e s  as fo llow B ."B y an a b so lu te  p u rp o siv en ess  o f  
the forms o f  n atu re I understand th ose  form s whose e x te r n a l  
c o n fig u r a tio n  or in n er  s tr u c tu r e  make i t  n e c essa ry  fo r  our 
fa c u lty  o f  Judgment to  take as th e  b a s is  o f  the enquiry in to  
th e ir  p o s s i b i l i t y  an Id ea  o f  th ese  form s.F or p u rp o siv en ess  i s
a conform ity to  law o f  th a t  which as such i s  co n tin g e n t."
A  • , _  . .... ^ (C iO f_J .198 ,B u eo* |24 ,L eh -
/  V <~'/ W  hr^  ^ ^ 4 /  W ;  , mann)
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Having p u t  fo r w a r d  th iB  v e r y  a b s t r a c t  and o b sc u re  d e f i n i t i o n ,
l-j>- Ax-t
*Zetrrt s t a t e s  t h a t  n a t u r e  p r o c e e d s  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  some oi '-her-
p r o d u c t s  m e c h a n i c a l l y j s u c h  p r o d u c t s  a r e  mere a g g r e g a t e s . I n
r e s p e c t  o f  o t h e r s , f o r  e x a m p l e , c r y s t a l s , p l a n t s , a n i m a l s , s h e
p r o c e e d s  t e c h n i c a l l y  a s  w e l l . A s c r e g a r d s  t h e s e  p r o d u c t s , n a t u r e
p r o c e e d s  n o t  a s  mere n a t u r e  b u t  a s  an  a r t i s t . W e  m ust  n o t e ,
h o w e v e r , t h a t  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw een  mechaniam and t e c h n iq u e
i s  made s o l e l y  by  r e f l e c t i v e  J u d g m e n t .D e te r m in a n t  Judgm ent ,
i . e . , th e  k in d  o f  Judgment w h ich  d e t e r m i n e s  n a t u r e  a s  an o b j e c t ,
does  n o t  p e r m i t  su ch  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  . R e f l e c t i v e  Judgm en t ,on  th e
o t h e r  h a n d , c a n  and p e rh a p s  m ust  a l l o w  o f  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t
one and th e  same a p p e a ra n c e  may be  e x p l a i n e d  m e c h a n i c a l ly
a c c o r d i n g  t o  o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s , a n d  a t  th e  same t ime may
t e c h n i c a l l y
136 e s t lm a te d (B e u r te llu n g )A according to  s u b je c t iv e  p r in c ip le s  
o f  r e f l e c t io n  •
The e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t h i s  a rgum ent  and t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  
o f  a b s o l u t e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  i s  n o t  so d i f f i c u l t  a s  i t  m ig h t  a t  
f i r s t  appear .? /e  know a l r e a d y  what  Kant  means by th e  terms 
t e c h n iq u e  and p u r p o s i v e n e s s . a l t h o u g h  we must  h o t  f o r g e t  t h a t  
we have  so f a r  been  co nce rn ed  o n ly  w i t h  a  s p e o i a l  k i n d  of  
t e c h n iq u e  o f  n a t u r e ,v i z . , l o g i c a l  o r  fo r m a l  t e c h n i q u e , a n d  w i t h  
a  s p e c i a l  k in d  o f  p u r p o s i v e n e s s , v i z . , l o g i c a l  o r  f o r m a l  p u r p o s i v e -  
ness.Weimay remind o u r s e l v e s  t h a t  Kant  h a s  e x p la in e d  f e a t  our  
f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment must  p r e s u p p o s e  t h a t  n a t u r e  i s  a  l o g i n a l  
sy s te m .W ith o u t  h a v in g  any o b j e c t i v e  r e a s o n s  f o r  such  an 
a ssum pt ion ,w e  m ust  p re s u p p o se  t h a t  n a t u r e  h a s  a r r a n g e d  h e r  
p a r t i c u l a r  laws i n  such  a  way t h a t  th e y  may be r e l a t e d  t o  eaoh 
o t h e r , a n d  d e r i v e d  from one p r i n o i p l e  which  embraces them a l l .
The I d e a  o f  a  l o g i c a l  sys tem  a s  suoh i s , a s  we have  s e e n ,m e r e ly
s u b j e c t i v e , t o u t  we m us t  a t t r i b u t e  i t  t o  n a t u r e  h e r s e l f  f o r  t h e  
sake  o f  toeing p r o v i d e d  w i t h  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i o n .  We have 
a l s o  s e en  t h a t  i n  making u se  o f  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  we r e g a r d  n a t u r e  
n o t  a s  mere n a tu r e ;w e  assume th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  an i n t e l l i g e n t  
n a t u r e  p o s s e s s i n g  an u n d e r s t a n d i n g  d i f f e r e n t  from o u r  own. We 
may a s k  why such  an u n d e r s t a n d i n g  would have t o  toe f u n d a m e n t a l l y  
d i f f e r e n t  f rom t h e  one which  we p o s s e s s .T h e  answer i s  t h a t  our  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  knows o f  o n l y  one p r i n c i p l e , n a m e l y , t h e  m e c h a n ic a l  
p r in c ip le .N o w ,w h e n  we a p p ly  m e c h a n ic a l  p r i n c i p l e s  we r e g a r d  
th e  p a r t s  o f  any  whole w i t h  which  we may toe c o n c e rn e d  a s  un­
r e l a t e d  t o  one a n o t h e r  and t o  th e  whole t o  which  t h e y  b e l o n g .
They e x i s t  a l o n g s i d e  o f  one a n o t h e r , a n d  n o t  f o r  o* th r o u g h  on® 
a n o t h e r | t h e y  a r e  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  an I d e a  o f  th e  whole o f  whioh 
t h e y  a re  p a r t s . T h e  I d e a  o f  a  l o g i c a l  sys tem  o f  n a t u r e , o n  the  
o t h e r  h a n d , i m p l i e s  t h a t  i n  some way e v e r y  p a r t  o f  n a t u r e  i s  
d e te r m in e d  by th e  I d e a  of  the  w h o le ,a n d  t h a t  e v e r y  p a r t  i s
r e l a t e d  to  e v e r y  o t h e r  p a r t . I n  c o n o e iv in g  th e  I d e a  o f  a  l o g i c a l
'CT
sys tem  o f  n a tu r e ,w e  r e g a r d  n a t u r e  a s  i f  -she were an a r t i s t , a s  
i t  &
i f  -ehe hao a r r a n g e d  -her p a r t i c u l a * fla w s so t h a t  th e y  were a l l
r e l a t e d  to  each  o t h e r  and a l l  d e r i v e d  from one u n i v e r s a l
f t /
p r i n c i p l e  c o n c e iv e d  toy th e  mind o f  an i n t e l l i g e n t  toeing.we  ma y  
a k a o - re mind ou r  a el v e s t h a t  Kant  h a s  t o l d  us  t h a t  th e  I d e a  o f  such  
a  sys tem  o f  n a t u r e  i s  a  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  mere r e f l e c t i o n .  
We have  no o b j e c t i v e  g rounds  f o r  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  n a t u r e  a c t u a l l y  
i s  such  a  system.We assume th e  l o g i c a l  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o f  n a t u r e  
b ecause  we need  i t . I f  we a r e  s t i l l  i n  any d o u b t  a s  t o  w h e th e r  
t h i s  i s  a s u b j e c t i v e  o r  an o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e , w e  need  o n ly  
remember t h a t  th e  o n l y  o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s  whioh we p o s s e s s  
a re  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  and t h a t  ou r  u n d e r s t a n d i n
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n e v e r  r e g a r d s  n a t u r e  i n  any  o t h e r  way t h a n  a s  d e te r m i n e d  by 
m e c h a n ic a l  l a w s .A c c o r d i n g  to  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d ­
i n g , n a t u r e  i s  an a g g r e g a t e  o f  m e c h a n i c a l l y  c o n n e c te d  p a r t s .
The I d e a  o f  a  s y s t e m , i . e . , o f  a  whole  whose p a r t s  a r e  d e te r m in e d  
by a  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t , i s  a l i e n  t o  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g  *Ab Kant  h a s  shown i n  t&e C r i t i q u e  o f  P u re  r , e a a o n . t h e r e  
i s  o n l y  one f a c u l t y  o f  t h e  m in d ,^ i z . ,R e a s o n ,w h ic h  r e g a r d s  
p a r t i c u l a r s  a s  d e te r m i n e d  by a u n i v e r s a l  I d e a , o r  p a r t s  a s  d e t e r ­
mined by  th e  I d e a  o f  th e  w ho le .T he  I d e a  o f  a  sys tem  i s  t o  be 
r e g a r d e d  a s  a  p r o d u c t  o f  p u re  R e aso n .  N o w , i t  h a s  a l s o  been
shown i n  t h e  f i r s t  C r i t i q u e  t h a t  th e  c o n c e p t s  o f  R eason  a r e
o b j e c t i v e l y
n o t  o b j e c t i v e l y  v a l i d ; w e  c a n n o t  d e te r m in e  n a t u r e ^ b y  means o f  
them. In  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgment we have so f a r  been  co n ce rn e d  
w i t h  a  s p e c i a l  k in d  o f  I d e a , t h e  I d e a  o f  n a t u r e  a6 a  l o g i c a l  
s y s te m ,a n d  we have  found  t h a t  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment which  
can^ and i n  f a c t  m u s^m ak e  use  o f  su ch  an  I d e a  d o e s  so o n ly  i n  
o r d e r  to  be p r o v id e d  w i t h  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i o n . J u d g m e n t
does n o t  a t t e m p t  t o  d e te r m in e  n a t u r e  o b j e c t i v e l y . l t  does  n o t
/tax Auv U
a s s e r t  t h a t  n a t u r e  a s  su ch  i s  -cuoh- a  systems.What i t  does i s  
t o  p r o v i d e  th e  mind w i t h  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  e n q u i r y .T h e  I d e a  o f  
a  l o g i c a l  sys tem  i s  i m p l i c i t  i n  i t s  p r i n n i p l e , b u t  i t  i s  used  
m e r e ly  f o r  th e  sake  o f  r e f l e c t i o n . J u d g m e n t  does  n o t  fefcard the  
I d e a  o f  a  l o g i c a l  sys tem  a s  an o b j e c t i v e l y  v a l i d  c o n c e p t | f o r  
i f  i t  d id  i t  would be d e t e r m i n a n t  and n o t  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgment,  
and d e t e r m i n a n t  J u d g m e n t ,a s  h a s  been  shown i n  th e  f i r s t  C r i t i q u e ,  
does n o t  p roduce  any c o n c e p t s  of  i t s  own,bu t  m e r e ly  subsumes 
a  g iv e n  p a r t i c u l a r  c ase  unde r  a  g iv e n  u n i v e r s a l  concep t . [ nqw,~~ 
i n  th e  case  w i t h  which  we a r e  c o n c e r n e d , t h i s  a c t i v i t y  o f  
d e t e r m i n a n t  Judgment  i s  i m p o s s i b l e , s i n c e  th e  c o n ce p t  i n
*
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q u e s t i o n  i s  a  c o n c e p t  o f  p u re  r . e a s o n , t h e  o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y  
of  which c a n n o t  he e s t a b l i s h e d .
We have  now t p  e x p l a i n  K a n t ’ s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  a b s o l u t e  
p u r p o s i v e n e s s . T h i s  i s  a  s p e c i a l  k i n d  o f  p u r p o s i v e n e s s .  In
a p p ly in g  i t  we ju d g e  c e r t a i n  n a t u r a l  p r o d u c t s , s u c h  a s  a n im a l s  
or p l a n t s , a s  c o n t a i n i n g  w i t h i n  t h e m s e lv e s  s y s t e m a t i c  u n i t y .
In  th e  f i r s t  p lace*wc have  t o  a s k  wha t  t h e  a n a lo g y  i s  b e tw een  
th e  two k i n d s  o f  p u r p o s iv e n e s s .W e  s e e  a t  once t h a t  i t  i s  the  
I d e a  o f  a  sy s tem  w hich  i s  common to  b o t h , f o r  we ju d g e  a n  o b j e c t  
to  be a  p u rp o se  o f  n a t u r e  b e c a u se  we f i n d  t h a t  th e  p a r t s  which  
a r e  c o n ta in e d  i n  i t  a r e  r e l a t e d  b o t h  to  one a n o t h e r  and to  th e  
whole o f  which t h e y  a r e  p a r t s .W e  ju d g e  t h a t  t h e y  h&ve n o t  
combined i n  a  m e r e ly  m e c h a n ic a l  w a y ,b u t  a r e  d ep en d e n t  on an  
I e d a  o f  th e  whole.We f i n d  n a t u r a l  fo rm s  th e  p a r t s  o f  w h ich  a r e  
r e l a t e d  to  one a n o t h e r  and to  th e  whole i n  su ch  a  way a s  to  
make i t  i m p o s s i b l e  f o r  us t o  e x p l a i n  them to  o u r s l e v e s  w i t h o u t  
d e r i v i n g  them from an  Idea .O nce  more we t h i n k  o f  n a t u r e  a s - ± € - '
(va/wvJL.
-she—were— an a r t i s t  {we a t t r i b u t e  to  he-r th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  a  
i e c h n i q u e . l t  may be a sk ed  why we sp e a k  o f  a  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o f  
n a tu r e .T h e  answer i s  t h a t  we f i n d  i t  im p o s s ib l e  to  e x p l a i n  our 
o b j e c t  a c c o r d i n g  to  mere p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g . The 
p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  o f  a  l o g i c a l  sys tem  o f  n a t u r e  r e g a r d / i n g  her  
p a r t i c u l a r  law s made us  c o n ce iv e  th e  I d e a  o f  a  pu rp o s i lpeness  
o f  n a t u r e .  The r e a s o n  why we c a l l e d  t h i s  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  was t h a t  
we had  no o b j e c t i v e  r e a s o n  f o r  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  n a t u r e  was^ such 
a sy s te m ,a n d  t h a t  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  such  a  sys tem  co u ld  n o t  be 
u n d e rs to o d  from th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g . Something 
s i m i l a r  a p p l i e s  to  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  a b s o l u t e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s .
That  p a r t i c u l a r  form s o f  n a t u r e  sh o u ld  be sy s te m s ,th a t  th e ir
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p a r t s  sh o u ld  depend  on an I d e a  o f  t h e  w h o le , c a n n o t  he  u n d e r s t o o d  
from th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g . O n  th e  o o n t r a r y * i f  
such  form s e x i s t e d , t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  would have  t o  r e g a r d  them 
as m a t t e r s  o f  p u r e  chance  .Now,'we f i n d  o e r t a i n  p r o d u c t s  o f  n a t u r e  
which  we c a n n o t  h u t  j u d g e  to  he d e p e n d e n t  on a  p r i n o i p l i
o f  s y s t e m a t i c  u n i t y , a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  which  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  knows 
n o t h in g  and f o r  t h e  a s su m p t io n  o f  which  we have no o h j e c t i v e  
g rounds  w h a te v e r .A s  f a r  a s  ou r  o h j e c t i v e  knowledge o f  n a t u r e  
i s  c o n c e r n e d , t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h i n g s  which  a r e  sy s te m s  i s  m e r e ly  
c o n t i n g e n t j a n d  t h a t  i s  why when we f i n d  such  t h i n g s  we sp e a k  
o f  a  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o f  n a t u r e .  "For p u r p o s i h e n e s s  i s  a  c o n f o r m i ty  
t o  law o f  t h a t  which  a s  such  i s  c o n t i n g e n t . 11 ( C .o f  J.19Q,J3tteck^
The i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  r e g a r d i n g  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  a b s o l u t e  
p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o f  n a t u r e  a s  a  p r o d u c t  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  fo l low* 
i f  from n o t h i n g  e l s e  from th e  f a c t  t h a t  we a p p ly  i t  o n ly  to  
th o se  o b j e c t s  which  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  c a n n o t  
make i n t e l l i g i b l e  to  u s . I t  i s  a  g en u in e  p r o d u c t  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  
Ju d g m e n t ,a  q ie re ly  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e .
We have t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  be tw een  t h e  m e c h a n ic a l  
e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  an ob.1 e o t (E rklaru ng ) i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  o b je c t iv e  
p r i n c i p l e s  and t h e  e s t i m a t i o n  o f  th e  same obj e c t (B e u r te ilu n g ) 
i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e * ; th e  two p r i n c i p l e *
d)
do n o t  c o n t r a d i c t  e a c h  o t h e r .  ,
.j
O') The o b j e c t i v e  m e c h a n ic a l  p r i n c i p l e s  a r e , o f  c o u r s e , s u p p l i e d  by 
the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , a n d  n o t  by R easo n .  Kant  s a y s  h e r e  t h a t  unde r  
p r i n c i p l e s  o f  R eason  d e t e r m i n a n t  Judgment would perhap*  l i k e  t o  
admit  o n ly  th e  m e c h a n ic a l  e x p l a n a t i o n , a n d  t h a t  th e  m eohan ioa l  
e x p l a n a t i o n  i n  acco rdano e  w i t h  # # teXpXJ o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e *  
i s  a  t a s k  f o r  P .eaeon .This  i s  a  v e r y  m i s l e a d i n g  s ta tem ent .W * s h a l l  
see l a t e r  t h a t  Kant b e l i e v e s  t h a t  an  an t inom y m ust  neoessarilyciA<4* 
be tw een  the  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e rs tan d in g (m e ch a n ism )an d  the
. . • • a
18 0 .
We have  s e en  t h a t  Kant  h o l d s  t h a t  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  
l o g i c a l  and a b s o l u t e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  a r e  c l o s e l y  c o n n e c te d  w i t h  
e a c h  o t h e r .  He even b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  l a t t e r  depen d s  e n t i r e l y  
on th e  f o r m e r . a s  may be  s e e n  f rom  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p a s s a g e .  
"Although t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Judgment  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  
of  n a t u r e  i n  th e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  i t s  u n i v e r s a l  law s d o es  n o t  
by any means e x te n d  f a r  enough to  e n t i t l e  u s  to  i n f e r  f rom  i t  
th e  p r o d u c t i o n  o f  fo rm s  o f  n a t u r e ( s i n c e  th e  sy s tem  o f  n a t u r e  
i n  a cc o rd a n c e  w i t h  e m p i r i c a l  lawe^ w h ich  a lo n e  Judgment  had  
r e a s o n  to  p o s t u l a t e ^  i s  p o s s i b l e  a l s o  w i t h o u t  such  form s which  
must  be g iv e n  s o l e l y  i n  e x p e r i e n c e ),i t  s t i l l  r e m a in s  p o s s i b l e  
and p e r m i s s i b l e ^  once we have a t t r i b u t e d  to  n a t u r e  a  p r i n c i p l e  
o f  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  i n  i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  l a w s , i n  t h o s e  c a s e s  i n  which  
e x p e r i e n c e  shows us  p u r p o s i v e  form s i n  h e r ( i . e .  n a t u r e )  t o  
a s c r i b e  them to  th e  same ground  on which  th e  fo rm er  may r e s t . "
(C ,o f  J . 1 9 8 ,1 9 9 .  Bueck) T h is  seems a  most  e x t r a o r d i n a r y  s t a t e ­
ment .Does Kant r e a l l y  b e l i e v e  t h a t  we f i r s t  r e a l i s e  th e  need
f o r  a  p r i n c i p l e  which w i l l  e n a b l e  us  t o  a r r a n g e  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  
i n  a  sys tem
laws o f  n a t u r ^ , t h e n  d i s c o v e r  such  a  p r i n c i p l e , n e m e l y , t h e  p r i n c i p l *  
o f  th e  l o g i c a l  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  of  n a t u r e , a n d  o n ly  t h e n  a p p ly  th e  
p r i n c i p l e  o f  p u r p o s i v e h e s s  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  n a t u r a l  f o rm s ,a n d  
come to  b e l i e v e  t h a t  o r g a n i s m s , f o r  ex& rap lf ,an im als  o r  p l a n t * ,  
a r e  n o t  mere mp-chines b u t  a r e  d e s i g n e d  f o r  a  p u rp o se ?  I t  seems
p r in c ip le  o f  r e f l e  c t  i v ^  iudg^e^ t  (.the t e l e o lo g i c a l  p r in c ip l e ) .
In  p a r a g r a p h  70 o f  the  Cyi tTjc i ' n W K a n t  expounds t h i s  t  
t h e o r y  he s t a t e s  t h a t  th e  an t inom y be tw een  th e  two p r i n c i p l e s  
i s  n o t  an an t inom y o f  Judgm en t , "b u t  r a t h e r  a  c o n f l i c t  i n  the  
l e g i s l a t i o n  o f  R e a s o n . " ( C±of J . 3 8 7 . ) F o r  my e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t h i s  
I must  r e f e r  t o  my e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  p a r a g r a p h  7 0 . (see  below )
For the tim e b e in g  i t  may be s u f f i c i e n t  to  s t a t e  th a t accord in g  
to  Kant the m echan ical p r in c ip le s  are prod u cts o f  the understand­
in g ,n o t  o f  R eason .Q u estion s to  be d is c u sse d  la t e r  arejWhy they  
should come in to  c o n f l i c t  w ith  the p r in c ip le  o f  Judgmentjwhy i f  
they do bo the c o n f l i c t  1* on ly  apparent and the two p r in c ip le s  4. 
are q u ite  com patib le w ith  each  other|w hy th e  o o n f l io t  betw een  
them must be a scr ib ed  to  R eason .
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c l e a r  t h a t  Kant  c a n n o t  p o s s i b l y  h o l d  su c h  a  r i d i c u l o u s  v i e w .
I** ■ ■'
We need  o n l y  remember -that; he  h a s  e x p l a i n e d  t h a t  t o  admire 
n a t u r e  f o r  i t s  l o g i c a l  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  i s  so m e th in g  t h a t  h a r d l y  
anyone would be c a p a b le  o f  e x c e p t  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i lo s o p h e r *  
His r e a s o n  f o r  t h i s  i s  s im p ly  t h a t  i t  i s  o n l y  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  
p h i l o s o p h e r  who i s  aware o f  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  law s  o f  the  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  do n o t  a c c o u n t  f o r  su ch  p u r p o s i v e n e s a . l t  i s  a  
p e c u l i a r  ty p e  o f  mind o f  which  Kant i s  t h i n k i n g  i n  t h e  p a s s a g e  
we have  j u s t  q u o t e d * t h e  mind o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i l o s o p h e r  
o r  r a t h e r  K a n t ’ s  own mind.\Jn th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure
Reason he had  d i s c o v e r e d  t h a t  th e  o n l y  a  p r i o r i  c o n c e p t s  whioh 
we p o s s e s s  a r e  t h e  c o n c e p t s  o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g * t h e  u n i v e r s a l  
laws o f  n a tu re .W h e n  he  w ro te  th e  f i r s t  C r i t i q u e  he b e l i e v e d  
t h a t  t h e s e  were t h e  o n ly  n e c e s s a r y  a  p r i o r i  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  
e x p e r i e n c e . I n  th e  c r i t i q u e  o f  Judgm ent .h o w e v e r .h e  r e a l i s e s
t h a t  t h i s  i s  n o t  the"poase^ and t h a t  e x p e r i e n c e  d e p e n d B  on a
)
f u r t h e r  c o n d i t i o n , v i z . , on our  a b i l i t y  to  a r r a n g e  the  p a r t i c u l a r  
law s o f  n a t u r e  a c c o r d i n g  to  th e  I d e a  o f  a  sys tem.He d i e o o v e r s  
t h a t  we p o s s e s s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  r e f l e c t i o n , t h a t  we must  a s c r i b e  
p u r p o s i v e n e s s  to  n a t u r e }and t h a t  t h i s  a s su m p t io n  i s  b a se d  upon 
a  n e o e s s a r y a a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e , t h e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  whioh t r a n s c e n d -  
d n $ a l  p h i lo s o p h y  can and i n  f a c t  m ust  e s t a b l i s h .  Thus i t  i s  
t r u e  t h a t  i n  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i lo s o p h y  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  l o g i c a l  
p u r p o s i v e n e s s  comes f i r s t , a n d  t h a t  o f  a b s o l u t e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  
i s  o n ly  s e c o n d a r y . I n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure  Reason Kant had 
r e j e c t e d  th e  t e l e o l o g i e a l  method o f  e n q u i ry .H e  had  b e l i e v e d  
t h a t  th e  o n ly  t r u e  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  n a t u r a l  phenomena was the  
m e c h a n ic a l  e x p l a n a t i o n , a n d  t h a t  the  c o n ce p t  o f  a  p u r p o s e , ^  
the  c o n c e p t  on which  th e  t d l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  res ted tw as  a
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mere I d e a . I n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgment  he r e t r a c t s  t h i s  v i e w ,  
h u t  he iB f u l l y  aware o f  th e  f a c t  t h a t  h u t  f o r  t h e  d i s c o v e r y  
o f  l o g i c a l  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  he  c o u ld  n e v e r  have  done s o . T h i s  i s
s t a t e d  once more a t  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  o f  S e c t i o n  7 .
S e c t i o n  7 .
" Ju d g m e n t ,a s  was shown ahove ,m akes  i t  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  
t im e  p o s s ib le ^  and i n  f a c t  n e c e s s a r y ^ t o  c o n c e iv e  b e s i d e s  th e  
m e c h a n ic a l  n e c e s s i t y  o f  n a t u r e  a l s o  t h e  I d e a  o f  i t s  p u r p o s i v e ­
n e s s  on the  ground  t h a t  w i t h o u t  such  a  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  s y s t e m a t i o
II
u n i t y  i n  th e  t h o r o u g h - g o i n g (d u r o h g a n g ig e n ) c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  
p a r t i c u l a r  fo rm s a c c o r d i n g  t o  e m p i r i c a l  laws would he  im p o s s ib le }  
(C .o f  J .199  ]3ueck,26 Lehmann) Here we a r e  t o l d  once more t h a t  
as  lo n g  a s  we a p p ly  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  l o g i c a l  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  &lo n e  
we a re  co nce rn ed  w i t h  n o t h i n g  b u t  our  c o n c e p t s  o f  o b j e o t s  and 
t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  e a c h n o t h e r .  T h i s  p r i n c i p l e  i s  a  m ere ly  
s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  f o r  the  d i v i s i o n  and s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  naturi 
i . e . , i t  i s  a  m e r e ly  l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  and i s  i n  no way c o n ce rn e d  
w i t h  p a r t i c u l a r  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  a s  such*We do n o t  p re s u p p o s e  
t h a t  any p a r t i c u l a r  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t  h a s  been  p roduced  by nature 
a c c o r d in g  to  an i d e a  o f  i t s  p u rp o se .T o  p re s u p p o se  t h i s  would be 
to  c o n ce iv e  th e  i d e a  o f  a  d i f f e r e n t  k in d  o f  p u rp o s iv en ess .W e  
assume a  s p e c i f i c  k in d  o f  c a u s a l i t y  o f  n a t u r e  which  may be 
c a l l e d  t e c h n i q u e .
Kant goes  on to  s t a t e  t h a t  m e o h a n ic a l  c a u s a l i t y  i s  
q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from t e c h n i q u e , f o r  the  m e c h a n ic a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  
c a u s a t i o n  d o es  n o t  employ a  c o n ce p t  which  would e x p la in  th e  
u n i t y  o f  a  g iv e n  m a n i f o l d . I  t h i n k  t h a t  what  Kant means i 3 t h i s .
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In  a p p l y i n g  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  m e c h a n i c a l  c a u s a t i o n  to  the  
e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  a  m a n i f o l d  o f  m a t e r i a l  p a r t s , w e  s i m p l y . a t a t e  
t h a t  th e  p a r t s  have combined owing to  m e c h a n i c a l  c a u s e s , a n d  we 
do n o t  assume t h a t  t h e r e  i s  any  r e l a t i o n  e i t h e r  between th e  
p a r t s  o r  b e tw een  them and th e  w h o l e . T h e i r  c o - e x i s t e n c e  i s  due 
to  m e r e ly  m e c h a n i c a l  c a u s e s , a n d  t h e r e  i s  no i n n e r  r e l a t i o n  
between them.On t h e  o t h e r  h and ,w hen  we ju d g e  an  o b j e c t  t o  be 
a  pu rp o se  o f  n a t u r e , w e  assume t h a t  th e  p a r t s  o f  our  o b j e c t  a r et,s.. (/ ' ''  C-i «•*— ——
i n  a  d e i 4 m r t € r e l a t i o n  t o  e a c h  o t h e r  and t o  th e  w h o le .  .We
/\  N
d e r i v e  th e  manofo3.d f rom  i t s  p u r p o s e  .We assume t h a t  n a t u r e
h a s  p roduced  -4-t- so t h a t  i t  sh o u ld  s e r v e a a  c e r t a i n  p u r p o s e , i . e . ,
d
we r e g a r d  n a t u r e  a s  an i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g  i n  whose miild t h e  I d e a  
o f  th e  t h i n g  e x i s t e d  b e f o r e  i t  was a c t u a l l y  produced.We d e r i v e  
our o b j e c t  from a  c o n c e p t , f o r  we assume t h a t  th e  p a r t s  o f  th e  
o b j e c t  have combined i n  a  c e r t a i n  manner because  n a t u r e  i n t e n d e d  
them to  do so .T he  c o n c e p t  o f  t h e i r  pu rp o se  u n i t e s  t h e m j i t  i s  
the  c o n d i t i o n  o f  t h e i r  e x i s t e n c e  and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  b o t h  t o  
e a c h  o t h e r  and t o  th e  whole to  which th e y  b e lo n g .  Why i s  t h i s  
to  be r e g a r d e d  a s  a  s p e c i f i c  k i n d  o f  c a u s a l i t y ? T h e  answa t  t o  
t h i s  q u e s t i o n  may be i l l u s t r a t e d  by an eaampie.We know t h a t  
human b e in g s  can p roduce  t h i n g s  :Ln o r d e r  t h a t  th e y  sh o u ld  s e r v e  
some p u r p o s e .A  w a t c h m a k e r , f o r  i n s t a n c e , f i r s t  c o n c e iv e s  the  
I d e a  o f  the  p u rp o se  which  th e  watch  i s  to  s e r v e , a n d  then  a c t s  
i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  t h i s  I d e a . I n  t h e  same way  ^ when we judge  an 
o b j e c t  to  be a  p u rpose  of  na tu . re s we p re s u p p o se  t h a t  n a t u r e  f i r s t  
co nce ived  th e  I d e a  o f  what  i t s  p r o d u c t  was to  be and then 
combined m a t e r i a l  p a r t s  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  t h i s  I d e a .  Mature 
a c t a  a c c o r d i n g  to  a  s p e c i a l  k in d  o f  o a u s a l  p r i n c i p l e , f o r  what  
u n i t e s  th e  m a t e r i a l  p a r t s  i s  n o t  m e re ly  t h e i r  m e c h a n ic a l
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c o n n e c tio n ,b u t  the Idea  o f  the  whole t o  which they  belong .
The p r o d u c t , e . g . , a  p l a n t , i s  n o t a mere m anifo ld  o r  aggregate  
of p a r t s ,b u t  a  sy s tem  i n  which every  p a r t  i s  determ ined by  the
I d e a  o f  th e  w ho le .
The q u e s t i o n  a s  t o  w h e th e r  we a r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  a s c r i b e  
such a  p u r p o s i v e n e s s n t o  n a t u r e  w i l l  be  f u l l y  d i s c u s s e d  i n  th e  
C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgment i t s e l f  . A l l  t h a t  we know so f a r  i s  t h a t  
the  p r i n c i p l e  o f  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  i 3  n e v e r  an  o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e ,  
b u t  a lw ays  a  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  mere r e f l e c t i o n . T h i s  i s  
s t a t e d  a g a i n  i n  th e  n e x t  p a r a g r a p h  i n  which  Kant  r a i s e s  th e
V
p ro b le m jHow can we p e r c e i v e  th e  t e c h n iq u e  of n a t u r e  i n  i t s
p r o d u c t s ?  The p rob lem  i s  s o l v e d  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  w a y .Since 
p u r p o s i v e n e s s  i s  n o t  an o b j e c t i v e  c o n c g p t , i . e . , a  c o n c e p t  by 
means o f  w h ich  we can  d e t e r m i n e  an o b j e c t , b u t  a  m e re ly  
s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f  l e c t i o n ,  i t  f o l lo v / s  t h a t  s t r i c t l y
i .  ,  i
sp eak in g  i t  i s  n o t  n a t u r e  t h a t  i s  t e c h n i c a l  b u t  the  f a c u l t y  
o f  Judgment  i t s e l f . N a t u r e  i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  a s  t e c h n i c a l  i n l y  in  
so f a r  a s  i t  c o r r e s p o n d s  to ^a n d  makes n e c e s s a r V j t h e  procedure 
o f  Ju d g m e n t .T h is  i s  e a s y  t o  u n d e rs tan d .W e  have  l e a r n t  t h a t  the  
I d e a  o f  a  t e c h n iq u e  of  n a t u r e  o r  th e  Idea, o f  n a t u r e ' s  p u r p o s i v e -
can a r i s e  i n  us o n ly  7/hen we f i n d  a  c e r t a i n  k in d  of u n i t y
i n  n a t u r e  whioh our  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  c a n n o t  un d era-t and-. 11  i s
r e f l e c t i v e  Judgment which  makes us  aware o f  such  a  u n i t y , a n d  from
t h i s  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  we c a n n o t  a t t r i b u t e  i t  to  n a t u r e  a s  s u c h .
drTor we c a l l  n a t u r e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  n o t  i n  so f a r  a s  i s  known
tt
by us  o b j e c t i v e l y , b u t  o n l y  i n  so f a r  a s  -she aocords w ith  our 
own s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i o n .
Kant goes  on to  d i s t i n g u i s h  between two kinds of 
r e f l e c t i v e  j u d g m e n t . v i z . , a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents  o f  r e f l e c t i o n  and 
t e l e o l o g i c a l  judgm en ts  o f  r e f l e c t i o n .  His argument runs as 
f o l l o w s . To every  em p irica l  concept th e re  belong th ree  d i f f e r e n t
.-i*
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a c t i v i t i e s  o f  t h e  m in d , v i z . , ( a ) a p p r e h e n s i o n  o f  t h e  m a n i f o l d  
g iv e n  i n  i n t u i t i o n *  ( b )c o m p re h e n s io n  o f  t h e  m a n i f o l d  in  th e
s y n t h e t i c  u n i t y  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s ?o r  a p p e r c e p t i o n ^ w h i c h  g i v e s  
u s  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  an  o b j e c t  and ( c ) e x h i b i t i o n  o f  t h e  c o r r e s p o n d ­
in g  o b j e c t  i n  i n t u i t i o n . T h e  f i r s t  i s  b ro u g h t  a b o u t  by th e  
i m a g i n a t i o n , t h e  se co n d  by  the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  and th e  t h i r d  by 
Judgm ent• K a n t ' s a c c o u n t  h e r e  c o r r e s p o n d s  e x a c t l y  w i t h  wha t  he
\  '  f ,
h a s  s a i d  i n  th e  c h a p t e r  on th e  Schematism i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f
S'Xk ■.
Pure F.eason. I  can  t h e r e f o r e ^ t h e  r e a d e r  t o  t h e  e x p o s i t i o n  which  
I  have  a l r e a d y  g iv e n  o f  t h a t  c h a p t e r ,  (jjee above ) l t  w i l l
be  s u f f i c i e n t  to s t a t e  h e r e  t h a t  i t  i s  d e t e r m i n a n t  Judgment 
w hich i s  i n v o l v e d  in  th e  S c h e m a t i s m , i ^ e ^ * t h a t  k i n d  o f  Judgment 
whose o n ly  f u n c t i o n  i s  to  subsume g i v e n  i n t u i t i o n s  unde r  
g iv e n  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t s . ( s e e  above )
An a e s t h e t i c  judgm en t  o f  r e f l e c t i o n  i s  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t
it- 'j~
f rom a  d e t e r m i n a n t  Ju d g m en t* fo r  t h e r e  are^no d eterm in ate  
c o n c e p ts  g iv e n  to  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment  which  co u ld  be 
s c h e m a t i s e d .  K ant t e l i s  u s  t h a t  v/hen the  form o f  an o b j e c t
g iv e n  in  i n t u i t i o n  i s  su ch  a s  bo make t h e  a p p r e h e n s i o n  o f  the
(e J J lU 'tf.
m a n i f o ld  c o r r e s p o n d  w i t h  the  e x h i b i t i o n  o f  a  c o n c e p t - w i t h o u t
tu.
i t # - b e i « g - d e t e n n i r tyd-^ i eh--cQn ce-p fr - i fe-4-S-, th en  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  
and thy  . im ag in a t io n  h a rm on ise  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r .  T h is  harmony 
i s  a  harmony i n  mere r e f l e c t i o n j w e  r e g a r d  th e  o b j e c t  m e re ly  
a s  s u b j e c t i v e l y  p u r p o s i v e , h e , *a s  p u r p o s iv e  o n ly  i n  r e l a t i o n  
to our  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment.The f a c u l t y  n e i t h e r  r e q u i r e s  nor  
p roduces  any d e t e r m i n a t e  c o n ce p t  o f  th e  o b j e c t . T h e  judgment  
i s  n o t  a  c o g n i t i v e  j u d g m e n t ,b u t  an  a e s t h e t i c  judgment  o f  
r e f l e c t i o n .
This i s  a v e r y  s t r a n g e  and obaoure argum ent,and in  order
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to  u n d e r s t a n d  i t  we have  t o  t a k e  a c c o u n t  of  K a n t ' s  t h e o r y  
o f  th e  b e a u t i f u l  a s  s e t  f o r th  in  th e  C r itiq u e  o f  Judgment i t s e lJ
In  th e  f i r s t  p l a c e  vre have  t o  ask;Why d oes  Kant  b e l i e v e  t h a t  
t h e r e  i s  a  c o n n e c t i o n  b e tw een  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n ts  and  l o g i c a l  
ju d g m en ts  by means o f  w h ich  we a r r i v e  a t  e m p i r i c a l  o b j e c t i v e
c o n c e p t s ?  The c o n n e c t i o n  i s  t h a t  i n  b o t h  c a s e s  th e  f a c u l t y  o f
Judgment r e g a r d s  the  g iv e n  m a n i f o l d  n o t  a s  a  mere m a n i f o l d  but
a s  an o r d e r l y  m a n i f o l d . B u t  t h e r e  i s  an e s s e n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e
j * .  r ^ - P j  i ,  ( ' i
be tw een  t h e  t w o . I n  t h e  case  o f  a  l o g i c a l  judgm ent  t h e r e  a»*8/ 
yuA*> ert ?£>.
/ ^ a e t e r m i n a t e  c o n c e p t s  Jttdgmei'Vt whioh
‘J fta
e x p l a i n  t h e  o r d e r l i n e s s  o f  th e  g i v e n  m a n i f o l d . I n  making an 
a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n t ,o n  th e  o t h e r  h a n d , t h e  f a c u l t y ;  o f  Judgment
Ct> v. if s.ej.. (.Vjjf h
d e t e r m i n a t e  c o n c e p t s  o r  r u l e s  g i v en t o'-,r t , c -n d  y e t  in
A
j u d g in g  an o b j e c t  t o  be b e a u t i f u l  we p re s u p p o s e  t h a t  the  
m a n i f o ld  g i v e n  to  u s  i s  n o t  a  d i s o r d e r ^  m a n i f o ld  b u t  i s  
d e te rm in e d  by some k in d  o f  r u l i n g  p r i n c i p l e .  Kant  b e l i e v e s  
t h a t  i n  making an a e s t h e t i c  juagmei’t  we become aware of  a  
harmony be tw een  th e  im a g i n a t io n  and th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g . l t  iB 
c l e a r  why i m a g i n a t i o n  i s  i n v o l v e d ; f o r  a c c o r d i n g  to  K a n t ' s  
d o c t r i n e  i t  i s  th e  i m a g i n a t i o n  which e n a b l e s  u s  to  a p p reh en d  I
a  m a n i f o l d .  (See above )But  why do es  Kant b e l i e v e  th a t
the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  i s  a l s o  in v o lv e d ?  The r e a s o n  i s  t h a t  th e  
m a n i f o ld  which i s  ju d g ed  by us  seems to  us  n o t  t o  be  d e v o id  
o f  a l l  r e g u l a r i t y  b u t  t o  be d e te r m in e d  by some r u l e  o r  o t h e r .
We do n o t  know what  t h i s  r u l e  i s , b u t  i n  t h i n k i n g  o f  the 
r e g u l a r i t y  o f  a  g iv e n  m a n i f o ld  we m ust  n e c e s s a r i l y  r e fe r  to  th«  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  which i s  the  f a c u l t y  o f  r u l e s  i n  g e n e r a l .  I t  
must n o t  be f o r g o t t e n , h o w e v e r , t h a t  i n  h^ i  wiring  o f  t h e  under- 
s t a n d i n g  we do n o t  any d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p t  o f  W r  o b j e * t *
1 8 7 .
The judgm ent  i s  a m e r e l y  a e s t h e t i c  j u d g m e n t , 1 . e «, a  judgment  
which i n v o l v e s  a  m e r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  a  harmony 
be tw een  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  a p p r e h e n s i o n ( i m a g i n a t i o n ) a n d  the  
f a c u l t y  o f  c o m p r e h e n s i o n ( u n d e r s t a n d i n g ) . T o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h i s  
■theory f u l l y , v / e  m ust  w a i t  f o r  f u r t h e r  e x p l a n a t i o n  from S a n t .  
(See be low  )
K a n t ' s  p r e l i m i n a r y  e x p o s i t i o n  o f  t e l e o l o g i c - a l  j u d g ­
ments  i s  a lm o s t  a s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  a s  h i s  e x p o s i t i o n  
of  a e s t h e t i c  j u d g m e n t s .  He s t a t e s  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  to  be  a b l e  to  
ju d g e  an o b j e c t  t o  be  a p u rp o se  o f  n a t u r e  t h e r e  m ust  f i r s t  
be g iv e n  to  u s  e m p i r i c a l  c o n c e p t s  and laws i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  
the  mechanism o f  n a t u r e  ,and  t h a t  i t  i s  o n ly  a f t e r  t h a t  t h a t  
our  f a c u l t y  of  Judgment compares such  a  c o n ce p t  o f  th e  u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g  w i t h  r e a s o n ' b p r i n c i p l e  o f  a  Bystem. From t h i s  i t  
a lm o s t  l o o k s  a s  i f  K a r t  were conce rned  h e r e  w i t h  th e  p r i n c i p l e
of  l o g i c a l  p u r p o s i v e n e s s , i  . e t h e pr i n c i p l e -  w h io h ■ makc rr-trs—
and -l aws
a.sstime -fch^t--xarr-tirapirica 1- c o t t e f rp t s -o f -n e tn r-a f —obj  ec tB- freTong " 
d^-a^SyaTieS'i£3ueh an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s , h o w e v e r , i m p o s s i b l e , f o r  
t e l e o l o g i c a l  judgmer. te  ju d g e  p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t s  o f  n a t u r e  to  
be p u r p o s e s  o f  n a t u r e , a n d  a r e  n o t  m e re ly  concerned  w i th  th e  
l o g i c a l  r e l a t i o n s  o f  our c o n c e p t s . I  t h i n k  t h a t  what  Kent 
r e a l l y  means i s  t h a t  i f  v.re a r t  t o  be i n  a  p o s i t i o n ,  t o  ^udge 
an o b j e c t  t e l e o l o g i c a l l y  o r  t o  r e g a r d  i t  a s  a  p u rpose  o f  
n a t u r e , i t  must  f i r s t  be g iv e n  in  e x p e ' i e n e e .H o w ,a c c o r d in g  to  
K a n t ’s d o c t r i n e , t h e r e  a re  o n ly  two ways o f  d e t e r m i n i n g  an 
o b j e c t . I v e r y  o b j e c t  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  o r d e r  to  become an 
o b je c t^ m u s t  f i r s t  be d e te r ra in ed  by the  a  p r i o r i  laws o f  the  
u nd e r  s t a n d i n g ,  and can th e n  be d e te r m in e d  byf'l&ws and'; e m p i r i c a l ) 
c o n c e p t s , a n  a c t i v i t y  which i s  a l s o  due to  th e  u nd e re t& n d in g .
As r e g a r d s  th e  q u e s t io n  o f  the o r ig in  o f  t e l e o l o g i e s !  Ju d g -
m e n ta ,it  i s  c le a r  th a t  in  the f i r s t  p la c e  we m ust determ ine  
an o b je c t  a cco rd in g  to  th e  c o n c ep ts  and law s o f  the u n derstand­
in g  , f o r  i t  i s  in  t h i s  way th a t  we are p r e sen ted  w i t h  a m a t e r i a l  
o b j e c t j a n d  o n ly  a f t e r  havin g  done so  can we r a is e  the q u e s t io n  
as  t o  w h e th e r  our o b j e c t  i s  more than a m erely  m a t e r i a l  b ody ,  
w h e th e r  i n  f a c t  i t  i s  a  p u rp o se  o f  n a t u r e .
I f  we a re  to  u n d e r s t a n d  why .Kant b e l i e v e s  t h a t  r e f l e c t ­
i v e  jTudgment i n  o rd e r  to  c o n ce iv e  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  a  p u rp o se  o f  
n a t u r e  m ust  r e f e r  t o  Reason  ana  i t s  p r i n c i p l e  o f  a  s y s te m , 
we need o n ly  a s k  o u r s e l v e s j^hat a c c o r d i n g  to  i l a n t ’ s p r i n c i p l e s  
i s  the  c o n c e p t  o f  a  p u r p o s e  a s  i t  would be u sed  by determ inan t  
Judgment?  I  t h i n k  i ian t  would s a y  t h a t  a  c o n c e p t  o f  a  purpose  
co u ld  be formed o n ly  by one f a c u l t y  of  t h e  mind, v i z . ,R eason .
I t  co u ld  n o t  be formed by d e t e r m i n a n t  J u d g m e n t , f o r  d e t e r m i n a n t  
Judgment does n o t  form c o n c e p t s  a t  a l l  j i t s  o n ly  f u n c t i o n  i s  to  
subsume a  g iv e n  p a r t i c u l a r  under  a  g iv e n  c o n c e p t .H o w , in  o r d e r  
to  c o n c e iv e  t h e  I d e a  o f  a  p u r p o s e ,Reason  would have  to  t r a n s c e n d  
th e  s p h e r e  o f  mere n a t u r e . I t  would have t o  r e p r e s e n t  to  i t s e l f  
th e  I d e a  ox ar. i n t e l l i g e n t  which a r r a n g e d  eve ry
p a r t i c u l a r  c o n ta in e d  i n  a  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t  a c c o r d in g  to  a  u n iv e r s a l  
I d e a  c a i i e c  i t s  p u r p o s e .D e te r m i n a n t  -judgment would m e r e ly  su b ­
sume the g iv e n  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t  under  th e  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t .
T h is  would be a d e t e r m i n a n t  t e l e o l o g i c a i  j u d g m e n t . l t  i s  c l e a r  
t h a t  we a r e  n o t  j u s t i f i e d  i n  making such  a  j u d g m e n t , sim ply  
b ecause  R eason  d oes  n o t  p roduce  o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t s  by means 
of  which  we co u ld  t r a n s c e n d  the sp h e re  o f  e x p e r i e n c e . l t  fo l lo w s  
t h a t  we can make use o f  R e a s o n ’ s c o n c e p t  o f  a  p u rp o se  o n l y  fo r  
the  sake  o f  r e f l e c t i o n . l t  i s  o n ly  i n  o r d e r  t o  be provided w ith  
a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i o n  t h a t  our  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgnent makes
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use  o f  R e a s o n ’ s c o n c e p t  o f  a  p u r p o s e , v i z . , the I d e a  th a t a  g i v e n  
o b j e c t  i s  n o t  a mere a g g reg a te  but a s y s t e m , i . e . , s u c h  a  u n i t y  
t h a t  e v e r y  p a r t  i s  determ ined  by t h e  I d e a  o f  t h e  w h o l e , e v e r y  
p a r t i c u l a r  by  a  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p t  c o n c e iv e d  by th e  mind o f  an  
i n t e l l i g e n t  b e i n g . R e f l e c t i v e  Judgment i s  n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  th e
q u e s t i o n  w h e th e r  th e  g i v e n  o b j e c t  a s  su ch  i s  a  s y s t e m . I t  does
n o t  a s o e r t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  su ch  an i n t e l l i g e n t - n a - t d - r e . I t  i s
i n t e r e s t e d  i n  n o t h in g  b u t  th e  e m p i r i c a l  o b j e c t s . A n d  i f  i t  f i n d s
an o b j d c t  whose i n n e r  form seems to  m a k e n i t  n e c e s s a r y  f o r
Judgment t o  r e f e r  i t s  p a r t s  t o  th e  whole i f  i t  w i sh e s  to
I d e a
u n d e r s t a n d  i t , t h e n  Judgment make3 use  o f  R e a s o n ' s  o f
a  p u r p o s e . l t  t a k e s  t h i s  I d e a  a s  th e  b a s i s  o f  i t s  e n q u i r y  i n t o  
t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  o b j e c t , w i t h o u t , h o w e v e r , a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  the  
o b j e c t  as  such  i3  d e p en d e n t  on the  I d e a . I g  o t h e r  w o r d s , i n  
making a  t e l e o l o g i c a l  judgm ent  we do n o t  m a i n t a i n  t h a t  th e  
o b j e c t  g iv e n  t o  u s  i s  a  sy s tem  o r  a  pu rp o se  o f  n a t u r e .We m e r e ly  
say  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  to  e x p l a i n  i t  t o  o u r s e i v e a , i . e . ,on  m e re ly  
s u b j e c t i v e  g rounds ,w e  must  r e g a r d  i t  a s  a  sys tem  o r  we must  
employ R e a s o n ’s c o n c e p t  o f  a  p u rpose  o f  n a t u r e .
We have now l e a r n t  t h a t  a i l  ou r  t e l e o l o g i c a l  judgm ents 
a r e  m ere ly  s u b j e c t i v e , But  t h i s  r a i s e s  a n o t h e r  d i f f i c u l t y ,
Kant  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  i n  S e c t i o n  7 betv/een the  s u b j e c t i v e  p u r p o s iv e '  
n e s s  a b o u t  which  we jud g e  when we make a e s t h e t i c  judgments  
and the  o b j e c t i v e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  ab o u t  which we ju d g e  when we 
make t e l e o l o g i e s !  judgm ents .W hat  does  he mean by this?A nd what 
i s  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  t h e s e  two k in d s  of  judgm ent?I th in k  
t h a t  h i s  i s  t h a t  i n  making an a e s t h e t i c  judgment  we
do n o t  ju d ge  t h e  o b j e c t  a t  a l l . We a r e  m e re ly  con ce rned  w ith  
our  own s u b j e c t i v e  f e e l i n g s . A  t e l e o l o g i c a l  j u d g m e n t ,on the  
o t h e r  h a n d , i s  a t  l e a s t  i n  some way concerned w ith  the o b je c t .
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I t ! i s  a  c o g n i t i v e  j u d g m e n t ; i t s  aim i& t o  g a i n  knowledge o f  
th e  o b j e c t . I n  t h a t  s e n s e ,and o n ly  i n  t h a t  s e n s e , t h e  judgm ent  
i s  o b j e c t i v e » i . e . , i t  i s  conce rned  w i t h  an o b j e c t  and our  
knowledge o f  i t . I n  making a  t e l e o l o g i c a i  judgm en t  we a t t r i b u t e  
o b j e c t i v e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  t o  an  o b j e c t , w h e re a s  in  making  an 
a e s t h e t i c  ju dg m en t  we ju d g e  a b o u t  s u b j e c t i v e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  
which e x p r e s s e s  i t s e l f  i n  our  becoming aware o f  z a  harmony 
of  our  f a c u l t i e s  o f  i m a g i n a t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d i n g . Y e t  i n  b o th  
c a s e s  we a p p ly  a  m e r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e , v i s . , t h e  p r i n c i p l e  
of  r e f l e c t i o n . I t  must  n o t  be f o r g o t t e n  t h a t  th e  I d e a  of  the  
p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o f  n a t u r e  does  n o t  b e lo n g  to  n a t u r e  a s  such 
b u t  on ly  t o  our  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgmtnt ,&nd t h a t  n a t u r e  i s  j u a g e d  
to be p u r p o s i v e  o n ly  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  our f a c u l t y  o f  
j u d g in g  i t . I n  o t h e r  w o r d s ,b o th  our  a e s t h e t i c  and our  t e l e o lo g i c -  
a l  judgm en ts  a r e  p r o d u c t s  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  and n o t  o f  d eterm inan t  
Judgment,
S e c t i o n  8 .
Kent  b e g i n s  t h i s  s e c t i o n  by g i v i n g  a  s im p le  e x p l a n a t i o n ,  
w h ich  r e q u i r e s _n o d l s c u s s i o n j ^
^~of th e  se n se  i n  whic lTTie 'w il ' l  use  t h e  te rm  a e s t h e t i c  i n  the
C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgm en t .a n d  th e n  go es  on w i t h  h i s  p r e l i m i n a r y
e x p o s i t i o n  o f  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n t .  ' He d i s t i n g u i s h e s  be tween
a e s t h e t i c  ju d gm en ts  and l o g i c a l  j u d g m e n t s , a n d  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t
ev e ry  d e t e r m i n a n t  judgment  i s  a  l o g i c a l  judgm ent  b eca u se  i t s
p r e d i c a t e  i s  a  g iv e n  o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t ,w h e r e a s  a  r e f l e c t i v e
ct~U 4
judgment  a b o u t  a g iv e n  p a r t i c u l a r  m ig h t  be a e s t h e t i c #
^a-r-~fhe f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment . w i t h o u t  comparing  the  g iv e n  o b j e c t  
w i t h  any o t h e r s s  and w i t h o u t  h a v in g  any c o n ce p t  i n  r e a d i n e s s  
(a  c o n ce p t  by v/hich i t  cou ld  d e te rm in e  th e  g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n )
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i s  m e r e ly  c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  t h e  r e l a t i o n  b e tw ee n  t h e  i m a g i n a t i o n  
and th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g # a n d  p e r c e i v e s  suoh  a  r e l a t i o n  be tw een
them as c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  c o n d i t i o n  f o r  t h e  o b j e o t -
them.
In  o r d e r  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h i s  we m ust  ashsY/hat a r e  
th e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  an  o b j e c t i v e  o r  l o g i c a l  judgm en t?  A c co rd in g  
to  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e s , t h e r e  a r e  r e q u i r e d  f o r  l o g i c a l  
judgm ent  t h r e e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  k n o w le d g e * v iz * # im a g in a t io n # u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g  and J u d g m e n t . I n  o r d e r  t o  make an o b j e c t i v e  judgment# 
we m ust  be  a b le  t o  a p p reh en d  a  m a n i f o l d  g i v e n  i n  i n t u i t i o n ,  
and t h i s  i s  t h e  work o f  t h e  i m a g i n a t i o n . F u r t h e r # w e  m ust  employ 
c o n c e p t s , a n d  t h e s e  c o n c e p t s  a r e  p roduced  by th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g .
L a s t l y ,w e  must  have  a  f a c u l t y  of
d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e - a p p r ehe nded i n t u i t i o n s  by means o f  c o n c e p ts #
and t h i s  i - d b y  Judgment^wh i ch  enabl e s  ua  to  r e f e r
conoep t e--to~itttu-i^-i-onB -or t o- d e t e r mTgo - g i v g i r - in t u i t i -onB by
d e a l  w i t h  g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n s  i n  an  e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  m anner. 
I n s t e a d  o f  t r y i n g  t o  d e te r m in e  them o b j e c t i v e l y  by means o f  an  
o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t , i t  may be i n t e r e s t e d  in  n o t h in g  b u t  th e  
s u b j e c t i v e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  employment o f  Judgm en t .  
What a r e  t h o s e  c o n d i t i o n s ? T h e y  a r e  i m a g i n a t i o n  and th e  u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g , f o r  t h e s e  a r e  t h e  f a c u l t i e s  which t h e  knowing s u b j e c t  
must  employ i f  i t  i s  to  be a b l e  to  employ th e  f a c u l t y  o f
Judgmen t . j how,Kant  h o l d s  t h a t  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm en t#w ithou t  making 
use  of  any o b j e c t i v e  c o n ce p t  a t  a l l # w i t h o u t  e v e r  b e in g  i n t e r e s t e d  
i n  i t s  o b j e c t  a s  su ch  o r  h a v in g  any d e s i r e  t o  know what  i t  i s #  
nay  become aware o f  a  harmony be tw een  th e  two f a c u l t i e s  o f
i v e  employment o f  t h e  f a o u l t y b f  Judgment#v i z . #a harmony b e tw ee n
m&aas—a£—ooj*gfrg-frg^Refieotive Jud g m en t ,o n  t h e  o t h e r  hand#may
Tit k tXJhi-i u -n  c?
^  ^  fry /fO i.
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the mind which a re  the  s u b je o tiv e  c o n d itio n s  o f a l l  knowledge,
 -  m   -  ...
v iz , , im a g in a tio n  and u n d ers tan d in g  ./w ithout knowing t h e  reaso n
(f o r  i t ^ e ^ f e e l )  t h a t , t i n  p r e s e n t i n g  c e r t a i n  o b j e c t s  t o  o u r s e l v e s  
we -ha oomc--awc.ro of- a  harmony be tw een  o u r  -fa c u l ty  of --appreheng- 
i o » f l m a g i n a t i o n ^ a n d  w r - f a e a - l a-ty- -o f  eofflprohon oio n ( tot e u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g  J ;T he  r e l a t i o n  b e tw een  i m a g i n a t i o n  and t h e  u n d e r s t a n d ­
in g  i s  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  h e r e  f rom  what  i t  i s  i n  a  lo g ic a l  
ju d g m e n t ,F o r  when we make a  l o g i c a l  ju dg m en t  a b o u t  a n  o b je c t  
we know why i m a g i n a t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d i n g  a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  eaoh 
o t h e r . I n  f a c t , i t  i s  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment i t s e l f  whioh 
r e l a t e s  them ,and  i t  can do so b e c a u se  t h e r e  a r o  c o n c e p ts  
g iv e n  to  i t  which i t  can a p p ly  t o  t h e  i n t u i t i o n s  -ap p r eh e nde d -  
by-dmagirfl-a-biTm.» d e f l e c t i v e  Judgm en t ,on  th e  o t h e r  h a n d , i n  making 
an a e s t h e t i c  j u d g m e n t ,d o e s  n o t  know why t h e r e  sh o u ld  be a 
r d l a t i o n  be tw een  i m a g i n a t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d i n g . F o r  t h e r e  i s  
no d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p t  g iv e n  to  i t  by means o f  which  i t  co u ld  
d e te rm in e  t h e  m a n i f o l d , a n d  w h ich  would  e x p l a i n  to  i t  why th e  
two f a c u l t i e s  3hou ld  be  r e l a t e d  to  e a c h  o t h a r . I n  making use 
o f  i t s  power o f  a e s t h e t i c  r e f l e c t i o n , r h e  s u b j e c t  m e re ly  f e e l s  
t h a t  t h e r e  i s  some r e l a t i o n  be tw een  i t s  f a c u l t i e s  of knowledge .  
I n  j u d g in g  i t s  o b j e c t  and c a l l i n g  i t  b e a u t i f u l , t h e  su b je c t 
f e e l s  t h a t  th e  m a n i f o ld  g iv e n  to  i t  i s  n o t  a  mere m a n i f o l d .
I t  seems to  i t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  some p r i n c i p l e  o f  o rd e r lin e s s  i n  
the  m a n i f i l d  of i n t u i t i o n . T h e r e  i s  no d e f i n i t e  ru ld  whioh 
would e x p l a i n  t h i s  o r d e r l i n e s s . I f  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment were 
p r o v id e d  w i t h  d e f i n i t e  o o n c e p t s , t h e s e  concepts would e x p la in  
to  us the r e g u la r i ty  p re se n t i n  the m anifold.A s i t  is ,h o w ev er,
we m e r e ly  f e e l  a  harmony be tw een  our  f a c u l t y  u f  ap px eh e n e ioa  
J i m a g i n a t i o n f a n d  the f a c u l t y  o f r u l e s  (th e  understand ing) / t ^
CTft\Xc/''
1M ;
Judgmen t- doe s  n o t  lenOw'what ru le  I t  1b wh 1ofr~de+e r a la c* the  
■aea+ftTItL. Im agin ation  and u n d erstan d in g  do n o t Stand 1* any 
d e f in i t e  r e l a t i o n . l t  i s  an i n d e f in i t e  r e l a t io n  o f  which we 
become aw are,a  harm onious p la y  o f  im a g in a tio n  and u n d e rsta n d in g .
\  I t  i s  v ery  im portant to  draw a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een
  A » * •
a e s t h e t ic  jud gm en ts/w h ich  are ooncerned w ith  ■«» in d eterm in a te  
r e la t io n  o f  our c o g n it iv e  f a c u l t ie s ,a n d  l o g i c a l  Judgments whioh
AfcKl/ f fii [ry
brd»glabe«4-a-^treTntiim te"Tel-irH ''0ir-bo^ween---bhase^^U'lM e6~by- 
aoans—o f  obje c t iv e  • conce p ts .  "An a e s t h e t ic  Judgment m a y ,th ere ­
fo r e ,b e  e x p la in ed  in  g e n e r a l term s a s th a t  Judgment the p r e d ic a te  
o f  which can never be c o g n i t io n ,! . e , ,th e  con cep t o f  an o b j e c t ,  
a lth ou gh  i t  may c o n ta in  the s u b je c t iv e  c o n d it io n s  o f  c o g n it io n  
in  g e n e r a l."  ( C .o f J .204«Bueok) A e s th e t ic  judgm ents are p u r e ly  
s u b je c t iv e  ju d g m en ts ,fo r  th ey  are n ot Judgments about an o b je c t
A i f i - C U ^ U U ^  6 - t - t l h * A J —
as such but about our f e e l in g s  about an o b j e c t .  Tho harmony 
/fra, /a a ^ -v -(K * ?  ^  o u v j  (T&a/ fc"eu u  k f  {-sxJCv~o Cf-,
/fe e tw ee n th e  c o g n it iv e  f a c u l t i e s ^ oojinot be dc-te vminea '■•q b j e u t iw e l / . '
(yuj- 7 ^3
I t  e x p r e sse s  i t s e l f  in^ sensation^ W a-carm orK ’frgw what i t  l s | we 
mean l y  f e e l  itj'gh w se n s a t io n  which we f e e l  i s  o f  a v ery  s p e c ia l  I  
k in d .I t  i s  n o t to  be con fu sed  w ith  an o b je c t iv e  s e n s a t i o n ,e .g . , 
the s e n s a t io n  o f  a  co lo u r  or to n e .Tho se n sa tio n " tsr  jjuic ly  
s u b j e c t iv e .  When we judge an o b je c t  to  be b lu e  or warm,we judge  
o b je c t iv e  q u a l it ie s jw e  a t t r ib u te  c e r ta in  sen so ry  q u a l i t i e s  to  
the o b je c t.T h er e  i s  o n ly  one s e n s a t io n  which i s  p u re ly  s u b je c t iv e ,  
v i z . , t h e  s e n s a t io n  o f  our own p le a su re  or p a in  •
I t  m ust,how ever,be noted  th a t  th ere  are o th er  ju d g­
m ents which a ls o  Judge about n oth in g  but su b je o t iv e  p lea su re
p i i s  i s  made much c le a r e r  in  the C r itiq u e  i t s e l f i & e  m y e x p o s i t ­
ion  o f  S e c t io n
*
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and p a i n , v i z . t our  ju d g m en ts  a b o u t  th e  p l e a s a n t .  I n  such  judgments  
we^judge m e r e ly  t h a t  c e t t a i n  o b j e c t s  g i v e  u s  p l e a s u r e  o r  p a i n ; * 
we a r e  n o t  c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  knowledge o f  t h e  o b j e c t s ^ t h e m s e l v e s .  
Dud^ t/ u dgm ci'i 1 j ' 1’ a ^ o u t  t h p 1' o c n o a t ^ o r^ °  rh ic ^ i *^ B* imm tdiof "'in'1 ^
. /p roduced  by  t h e  o b j e c t , a n d  no R e f l e c t i o n  abou t  ■ - t h e—ob j e  c t - p r e -  
ced e b- ug-4 u 4 g m e » t„ We m u s t ^ j d i s t i n g u i s h  b e tw een  a e s t h e t i c  Ju d g ­
ments  of  se n se  end a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n ts  o f  r e f l e c t i o n .  The 
former have  n o t h i n g  w h a te v e r  to  do w i t h  our  c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t i e s ,  
th e  l a t t e r  ju d g e  a b o u t  t h e  p l e a s u r e  o r  p a i n  which  r e s u l t s  f rom 
our  becoming c o n s c i o u s  o f  a  harmony o r  d i sh a rm o n y  o f  our 
f a c u l t i e s  o f  c o g n i t i o n . ' I t  may be a sk ed  why Kant  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  
a e s t h e t i c  r e f l e c t i o n  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  c o n n e c te d  w i t h  t h e  f e e l i n g
of  p l e a s u r e  o r  p a i n , a n d  c a n n o t  e x p r e s s  i t s e l f  i n  any o t h e r  way.
H-jl
The answer i s  n o t  d i f f i c u l t r i S e a r t  h a s  t o l d  us t h a t  whenever  
r e f l e c t i v e  Judgment i s  a t  work o r  whenever  we become aware o f  
p u r p o s i v e n e s s  5t h i s  a w are n es s  m ust  e x p r e s s  i t s e l f  i n  a  f e e l i n g  
o f  p l e a s u r e . T h e  r e a s o n  f o r  t h i s  p l e a s u r e  i s  t h a t  our  r e f l e c t i v e  
Judgment becomes aware o f  a  r u l e , a l t h o u g h  i t  c a n n o t  d e te r m in e  
t h i s  rule .Y/e  do n o t  know o f  any r e a s o n  why o u r  o b j e c t  sh o u ld  
conform to  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  J u d g m e n t , f o r  our  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  does  
n o t  g iv e  us  any o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t s  which  would e x p l a i n  i t j a n d  
t h a t  i s  why w e ^ f e e l  p lea su re .W g  wiBh t h a t  our  o b j e c t  were such  
a s  t o  e n a b le  us  to  make use o f  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f i i c t i o n , b u t  
we can n e v e r  know d e f i n i t e l y  t h a t  i t  w i l l  b e j a s  a  r e s u i t  o f  t h i s ,  
th o se  o b j e c t s  t h a t  do i n  f a c t  conform t o  our p r i n c i p l e  o f  
r e f l e c t i o * ^ g i v e  us  p l e a s u r e .
There i s  another im portant p o in t.I t  must be noted 
th a t  the f e e l in g  o f  p le a su r e  i s  an even more e s s e n t i a l  
c h a r a c t e r is t ic  o f  our a e s t h e t ic  judgm ents than o f  our o ther
r e f l e c t i v e  j u d g m e n t s ,  I t b i s  t r u e  t h a t  r e f l e c t i v e  Ju d g m e n t ,e v e n
when i t  r e f l e c t s  on o b j e c t s , i s  i n c a p a b l e  o f  d e t e r m i n i n g  th o s e
o b j e c t s  by  i t s  own p r i n c i p l e . B u t  t h e r e  i s  a  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw ee n
such  ju d g m e n ts  and an a e s t h e t i c  j u d g m e n t , f o r  i n  t h e  l a t t e r  we
n o t  •
a re  M i  c o n ee rn e d / ,w i th  o u r  o b j e c t  b u t  s im p ly  w i t h  our  own f e e l -  
ings.^L't may be a s k e d ; I n  w h a t  s e n s e  can  we a t t r i b u t e  p u r p o s i v e n e s a  
to  a  n a t u r e  w h ich  p r e s e n t s  us  w i t h  b e a u t i f u l  o b j e e t s ? N o w , i t  i s  
c l e a r  t h a t  when we a s c r i b e  p iu rp o s iv e n e s s  t o  n a t u r e  on a c c o u n t  
of  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  p r e s e n t s  us  w i t h  b e a u t i f u l  o b j e c t s , t h i s  
p u r p o s i v e n e s s  can  i n  no se n se  be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  n a t u r e  i t s e l f .
We a s c r i b e  p u r p o s i v e n e s a  to  n a t u r e  o n ly  b e c a u se  M i  n a t u r e  
p r e s e n t s  us w i t h  o b j e c t s  w h ich  make u s  f e e l  t h e  s p e c i f i c  k i n d  
o f  p l e a s u r e  which  accom panies  an  a w a re n e s s  o f  th e  harmony o f
our  c o g n i t iv e -  f a c u l t i e s . S u c h  a  harmony o f  t h e  c o g n i t i v e
H
f a c u l t i e s  i 3  a  demand made b$ th e  s u b j e c t  a lo n e  and -hag—not n frig
pit S'/tf'-e/ / c-0 1
whateve-r --%a—do—wd-tjr o b j e c t i v e  q u a l i t i e s . T h e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o f
o t h e r  way th a n  i n  t h e  s p e c i f i c  k i n d  o f  p l e a s u r e  w h ich  i s  f e l t  
by t h e  s u b j e c t .
i s  t h a t  be tw een  s u b j e c t i v e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  a s  th e  p r i n c i p l e  whioh 
u n d e r l i e s  our  a e s t h e t i c  judgm en ts  a b o u t  th e  b e a u t i f u l ( a e s t h e t i c  
judgments  o f  r e f l e c t i o n ) a n d  t h a t  s u b j e c t i v e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  about 
which we ju d g e  when we make judgm en ts  a b o u t  the  p l e a s a n t
in  b o t h  c a s e s  i s  c l e a r l y  th e  3 a m e . l t  i s  a  m e re ly  s u b j e c t i v e  
purpose;we jud g e  ab o u t  the  p l e a s u r e  f e l t  by th e  su b jeot.O u r  
judgment d e c i d e s  w h e th e r  t h i s  p u rp o se  h a s  been  f u l f i l l e d . But 
the  p r i n c i p l e  which i s  a p p l i e d  i n  o r d e r  t o  a r r i v e  a t  t h is
l a tu r e  i s  m e r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e . l t  c a n n o t  e x p r e s s  i t s e l f  in  any
A nother  i m p o r t a n t  d i s t i n c t i o n  which we m ust  notw
( a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents  o f  s e n s e ) .  The pu rpose  t o  whioh we r e f e r
\
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d e c i s i o n  i s  n o t t h e  same i n  the two e a se s .K a n t in d ic a t e s  th e
d i f f e r e n c e  a s  f o l l o w s . I n  t h e  cfc.se o f  an  a e s t h e t i c  judgm en t  o f  
r e f l e c t i o n , t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  i s  t h o u g h t  b e f o r e  i t  
i s  f e l t . I n  th e  c a s e  o f  an  a e s t h e t i o  ju d gm en t  o f  s e n s e s  th e  
p l e a s u r e  i s  f e l t  i m m e d ia t e l y , a n d  th e  judgm en t  h a s  n o t h i n g  to 
do w i t h  Judgment and i t s  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e o t i o n . \ K a n t  adds  t h a t  
the  e s s e n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  t h e  two t y p e s  ofmjudgment i s  
t h a t  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n ts  o f  r e f l e c t i o n , u n l i k e  t h o s e  o f  s e n s e ,  
c la im  u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  and n e c e s s i t y , a n d  t h a t  i n  making t h i s  
c la im  th e y  make t h e  f u r t h e r  c la im  t h a t  t h e y  sh o u ld  have t h e i r  
d e t e r m i n i n g  p r i n c i p l e  n o t  m e re ly  i n  t h e  f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s u r e  
and p a i n  b u t  a l s o  i n  a  r u l e  o f  th e  h i g h e r  f a c u l t i e s  o f  know ledge ,  
c h i e f l y  i n  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Ju d g m e n t .T h is  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  u n d e r -  
s t a n d ,  Kant h i m s e l f U t e l l s  u s  t h a t  he  c a n n o t  d e a l  w i t h  t h i s  
prob lem  y e t , a n d  w i l l  o n ly  do so i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  i t s e l f ^ i s e  i s  
h i m s e l f  aware o f  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  r e a d e r  o f  th e  p r e s e n t  s e c t i o n  
c a n n o t  f u l l y  u n d e r s t a n d  h i s  a rgu j»en t^ In  t h i s  s e c t i o n  he i s  g i v i n g  
a m e r e ly  p r e p a r a t o r y  e x p o s i t i o n  o f  a e s t h e t i c  j u d g m e n ts ,a n d  th a t  
i s  why h i s  a rgum ent  i s  so d i f f i c u l t  to  fo l lo w ^JT h e  main  p o i n t  
o f  t h i s  s e c t i o n , v i z . , t h a t  a e s t h e t i c  Judgments  a f  r e f l e c t i o n  a r e  
m e r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e , i s  em phas ised  once more i n  th e  l a s t  p a r a g r a p h .  
Here Kant p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  th e  r e a s o n  why Judgment h a s  no c o n s c io u s  
ness  o f  i t s  own p r i n c i p l e  -  or  r u l e , a s  Kant s a y s -  tmd why i t  
must r e l a t e  i t s  r e f l e c t i o n  d i r e c t l y  t o  th e  f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s u r e  
o r  p a i n  i s  t h a t  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o r  r u l e  i t s e l f  i s  m e r e ly  s u b j e c t ­
iv e  .Y e t  t h e s e  judgm ents  d i f f e r  from a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents  o f  
s e n s e | f o r  t h e y  r e f e r  to  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  fa c u l t y  o f  Judgment 
a s  a  h i g h e r  f a c u l t y  o f  knowledge , w he reas  a e s t h e t i c  Judgments  
o f  sense  a re  conce rned  w i t h  n o t h in g  b u t  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  the
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r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  t o  i n n e r  se n se  i n  so f a r  a s  t h e  l a t t e r  i s  
f e e l i n g " . O u r  Ju dgm en ts  may be d i v i d e d  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  o v M v  
o f  th e  h i g h e r  f a c u l t i e s  o f  k n o w l e d g e ( v i z . , u n d e r s t a n d in g * J u d g m e n t  
-and R e a s o n ) i n t o  t h e o r e t i c a l f l p r a c t i c a l ^  and> a e s t h e t i c s  j u d g m e n t s .
S e c t i o n  9 .
In  t h i s  s e c t i o n  Kant  s e t s  f o r t h  t h e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  
of  t e l e o l o g i c a l  j u d g m e n t* .  He b e g i n s  by d raw in g  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  
be tw een  fo rm a l  ^ technique o f  n a t u r e  and r e a l  t e c h n iq u e  o f  n a t u r e .  
The fo rm er  i s  a s c r i b e d  to  n a t u r e  when i t  p r e s e n t s  u s  wihh o b j e c t s
which we ju dg e  to  be b e a u t i f u l . T h e  form  o f  t h e s e  o b j e c t s  i s  
p u r p o s i v e  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  our  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment • When we 
r e p r e s e n t  them to  o u r s e l v e s #our  f a c u l t i e s  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  
agree  w i t h  each  o t h e r  " f o r  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a c o n c e p t ^ .  A l l
t h i s  seems v e r y  d i f f i c u l t . I n  o r d e r  t o  u d e r a t a n d  i t  we must
a  /W ■/ fY
f i r s t  remember t h a t  Kant  b e l i e v e s  t h a t --a,e a t h a t  i d  p u r  poo i v e n e  &s
i i v - A / . r v  « - ?  r'  ■•4  ( f  f a  i t  *•
f a c u l t y  of  Judgmon-fe- whj.ch^in r e p r e s e n t i n g  th e  o b j e c t  /%f( t o  
i t s e l f ^ d i s c o v e r s /  a  harmony be tw een  t h e  two f a c u l t i e s  o f  th e  
mind which a r e  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  th e  f o r m a t i o n  o f  an o b j e c t i v e
c oncep t .O n  th e  o t h e r  h a n d , a s  h a s  o f t e n  been  p o i n t e d  o u t  b e f o r e ,
when w.- ju d g e  a  t h i n g  X ^ / ^ / b e a u t i f u l  we a r e  n o t  co nce rn ed  w i t h
<*i d u W e  J
tha-defdrrirtre r e l a t i o n  be tw een  i m a g i n a t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d i n g .
We c o n s i d e r  th e  r e l a t i o n  be tw een  them from a  m e r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e  
p o i n t  o f  v i e w .  We do n o t  even  aim a t  an o b j e c t i v e  concep t .A nd  
y e t  our  Judgment i n  making an a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent  r e f e r s  to  
the  " s u b j e c t i v e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a  c o n c e p t " .
/■s we have  s e en ,Ju d g m en t  f i n d s  i n  t h a t  c ase  th o se  c o n d i t i o n *
1 9 8 .
i n  h a r m o n y , j u s t  a s  i f  t h e r e  e x i s t e d  an o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t  which  
would e x p l a i n  t h e i r  ha rm on ious  r e l a t i o n .  Such an  o b j e c t i v e  
d e t e r m i n a t e  c o n c e p t  i s , h o w e v e r ,  n o t  em ployed .  We s im p ly  f e e l  
t h a t  i m a g i n a t i o n  and u n d e r s t a n d i n g  a g r e e ;  and t h i s  t a k e s  p l a c e ,  
a s  i t  w e r e , s p o n t a n e o u s l y  and n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y .  I n  t h e  c a se  o f  a  
l o g i c a l  j u d g m e n t , i t  i s  th e  o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t  w h ich  makes t h e i r  
agreement  n e c e s s a r y .  In  th e  c a se  o f  an a e s t h e t i c  judgment ,we  
f i n d  t h a t  t h e y  a g re e  o f  t h e i r  own a c c o r d , j u s t  a s  i f  t h i s  a g re em e n t  
had  b e en  made n e c e s s a r y  by  an  o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t  o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a  nd-  
in g  which  our  d e t e r m i n a n t  Judgment c o u ld  a p p ly  to  th e  m a n i f o ld  
o f  app rehended  i n t u i t i o n s .
The p ro b lem  which we have  to  s o lv e  now i s  : How can  we
make
a s c r i b e  r e a l  t e c h n iq u e  t o  n a t u r e ?  In  o r d e r  to  do so we m us t^use  
o f  a  c o n c e p t .  I t  i s  n o t  th e  mere form o f  t h e  o b j e c t  which we 
judge p u r p o s i v e , b u t  t h e  o b j e c t  i t s e l f .  We assume t h a t  t h e  o b j e c t  
as su ch  h a s  b e en  p roduced  by n a t u r e  f o r  a  p u r p o s e .  Kant  s a y s  h e r e  
t h a t  th e  r e a l  Technique  o f  N a tu r e  i n d i c a t e s  a  c o n c e p t i o n  o f  t h i n g s  
a3 p u r p o s e s  o f  n a t u r e  o r  a s  t h i n g s  t h e  i n n e r  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  w h i c h  
depends on a  p u r p o s e , i . e . , o n  a  c o n c e p t  which a s  t h e i r  c o n d i t i o n  
l i e s  a t  th e  b a s i s  o f  th e  c a u s a l i t y  of  t h e i r  p r o d u c t i o n .  T h is  i s  
v e r y  o b s c u r e ; a n d  i t  does  n o t  g iv e  u s  much h e l p  when i n  t h e  n e x t  
p a ra g r a p h  he d e f i n e s  p u r p o s e s  a s  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  which  th e m se lv e s  
a re  r e g a r d e d  a s  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  the  c a u s a l i t y  o f  t h e i r  o b j e c t  a s  
e f f e c t .  He g o e s  on t o  s t a t e  t h a t  i f  Judgment iB  t o  b e  a b l e  t o  
judge  c e r t a i n  o b j e c t s  t o  be p u r p o s e s  o f  n a t u r e , i t  m ust  be a b l e  to  
r e g a r d  them a s  i f  t h e y  were p r o d u c t s  o f  a  c a u s e } the  c a u s a l i t y  
of  which co u ld  be d e te r m in e d  o n ly  th ro u g h  th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of  
the  o b j e c t s .  A l l  t h i s  i s  v e r y  d i f f i c u l t , a n d  we c an n o t  f u l l y  u n d e r ­
s ta n d  i t  u n t i l  we r e a d  K a n t ’ s d i s c u s s i o n  i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  T e l e n in g .
Sft at ~  '
l e a l  Judgm ent .  Yet  even  a t  the  p r e s e n t  o f  th e  a rgument  i t
i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  g r a s p  h i s  main i d e a ,  and we may remind o u r s e l v e s
t h a t  we have a l r e a d y  had  to  d e a l  w i t h  one o f  K a n t ’ s  v e r y  g e n e r a l
and a b s t r a c t  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  what  he means by an o b j e c t i v e  p u r p o s e .  
(See above ) ^
fi-om o u r  d » s c u s s i o n  o f  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n ^
t h a t  Kant  h o l d s  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  t o  r e g a r d  an  o b j e c t  a s  a  p u r p o s e  
o f  n a t u r e  we m ust  c o n c e iv e  t h e  i d e a  o f  a  p r o d u c t i v e  n a t u r e  
which a c t s  a c c o r d i n g  t o  a  s p e c i a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  c a u s a l i t y . W e  
assume t h a t  b e f o r e  p r o d u c i n g  the  o b j e c t . n a t u r e  w h ich  we r e g a r d  
a s ' a n  i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g ^ c o n c e i v e d  t h e  I d e a  o f  wha t  t h e  o b j e c t  
was to  be and what  p u rp o se  i t  was to  s e r v e . T h i s  i s  a  s p e c i a l  
k in d  of  c a u s a l i t y . T h e  cause  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  i s  i t s  own r e p r e s e n t ­
a t i o n . T h e  o b j e c t  depends  f o r  i t s  e x i s t e n c e  on th e  I d e a  o r
merits which  a s c r i b e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  to  n a t u r e  a r e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  
ju d g m e n ts ,K a n t  r a i s e s  a  new problem  whicn  may be s t a t e d  thus?
How i s  i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  a s c r i b e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  t o  n a t u r e ?  o r  How
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a r e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  a  p r i o r i  judgm en ts  p a s s i b l e ?  I t  i s  mote 
d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  such  judgm en ts  t h a n  
to u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a e s t h e t i c  a  p r i o r i  ju d g m e n t s .  
l*or a l t h o u g h  we c a n n o t  make an a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent  p r i o r  t *  
a c t u a l  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  an o b j e c t , t h e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  such  
a  judgm ent  a r e  p r e s e n t  i n  th e  n e c e s s a r y  I d e a  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  a s  
a  sys tem  which c o n t a i n s  th e  c o n ce p t  o f  a  fo rm a l  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  
o f  n a t u r e ,  " n a tu r e  a g r e e s  n e c e s s a r i l y  n o t  o n ly  i n  r e s p e c t  o f
i t s  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  laws w i t h  the  u n d e r s t a n d in g j  b u t  a l s o  i n  i t s
- - > £
e m p i r i c a l  laws w i t h  Judgment and i t s  f a c u l t y  o f  e x h i b i t i n g  t h e n
'itb (<'*; fik&Kv'l) n
i n  an e m p i r i c a l  a p p r e h e n s i o n  of  ^ ae i-r- forms th ro u g h  i m a g i n a t i o n .
I t  does so o n ly  f o r  th e  sake  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  and t h e r e f o r e  i t s  
( N a t u r e ' s )  f o r m a l  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  th e  l a t t e r  a g r e e ­
ment ( i » e . , the  ag reem ent  o f  N a tu re  w i t h  J u d g m e n t ' s  p r i n c i p l e  o f  
a e s t h e t i c  r e f l e c t i o n } c a n  be d e m o n s t r a te d  a s  n e c e s s a r y . " ( C . o f  J .
co n ce p t  o f  i t s  p u r p o s e . i-iA M .S  l l  < \ : j
a v in g  f i r s t  s t a t e d  t h a t  j u d g -
«■ - I  -f rtc~f I />  ' H  f, I yA ,,, y h  /v .l .  ^ J X
Uf r f  (Xu
2 0 0 .
2 1 3 ,BueOk|4 1 , 4 2 . Lehmann) .T h is  a rg um en t  r e q u i r e s  e x p l a n a t i o n .
I t  h a s  b e en  shown t h a t  our  Judgment m ust  make u se  o f  the  
p r i n c i p l e  o f  ref4.ection.Vve must  p r e s u p p o s e  t h a t  n a t u r e  a s  
r e g a r d s  i t s  e m p i r i c a l  law s w i l l  conform to  t h e  demands o i  o u r  
J u d g m e n t . In  d o in g  so we a s c r i b e  t o  n a t u r e  a  m e r e ly  f o r m a l  
p u r p o s i v e n e s s o I t  h a s  a l s o  b e en  shown t h a t  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  
r e f l e c t i o n  i s  a  m e r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e . W e  c a n n o t  know 
p r i o r  t o  a c t u a l  e x p e r i e n c e  w h e th e r  n a t u r e  w i l l  conform t o  our  
d e s i r e  to  b r i n g  a b o u t  t h e  l o g i c a l  sy s tem  o f  e m p i r i c a l  law s  
which we n e e d . A l l  t h a t  we can do i s  t o  make use  o f  t h e  I d e a
o f  l o g i c a l  p u r p o s i v e n e s s , a n d  t o  p u t  i t  t o  th e  t e s t . i t  hao-fecton
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exp-l-c-ined t h a t  )■ \ i trf— p r i n c i p l e  o f  l o g i c a l  
r e f l e c t i o n  i s  s u b j e c t i v e l y  n e c e s s a r y , and a l s o - t h a t  i n  assum ing  
i t  we make no o b j e c t i v e  ju d g m en ts  a b o u t  n a t u r e  a t  a l l .  We 
assume i t  i n  our  own i n t e r e s t . b e c a u s e  w i t h o u t  i t  we sh o u ld  be 
l e f t  w i t h o u t  a  g u i d i n g  p r i n c i p l e  i n  our  e n q u i r y  i n t o  the  
e m p i r i c a l  law s o f  n a t u r e ? S c e  th e  p r i n c i p l e  -tfe i o g i c a l  
r e f l e c t i o n  h a s  been  e s t a b i i s h e d / f X  a s  an a  p r i o r i  p r i n o i p l e . i t  
i s  c o m p a r a t i v e l y  e a s y  to  u n d e r s t a n d  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a  p r i o r i
j t r f <-v-
a e s t h e t i c  j u d g m e n t e / f n  o r d e r  to  be  a b l e  to  a s c r i b e  t o  n a t u r e  
a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  fo rm a l  t e c h n i q u e , l $ e . , i n  o r d e r  to  be a b l e  to  
assume t h a t  n a t u r e  w i l l  p r e s e n t  u s  w i t h  b e a u t i f u l  o b j e c t s ,w e  
need o n ly  r e f e r  t o  th e  fu n d am e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i o n , v i z . , 
the  p r i n c i p l e  o f  l o g i c a l  r e f l e c t i o n * - t h e - v
n ess  we d i d  so i n  th e  b e l i e f  t h a t  n a t u r e  would p f e s e n t  i t s i i f  
i n  the  form o f  a  l o g i c a l  sy s te m ,a n d  now i n  a s c r i b i n g  a e s t h e t i c
h a -vo ^ua'te-e^-babl-i shed--.--€m c e a g a in  we a s c r i b e  to  n a t u r e  a  me r e l y
f.x/H cLii Su 1} ■.<.-/ Uaui {'/ C-Uki ,
s u b j e c t i v e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  swe -d o not, app ly-  any o on o ep iyoy- W t o r n ^inc
p b - l a i ' - v . . ' .  u c c -  i  n " , y  J * - .* • «
.When we assumed th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  l o g i c a l  p u r p o s i v e -
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p u r p o s i v e n e s s  t o  i t n v e  assume t h a t  n a t u r e  w i l l  show uc  form s 
which we f i n d  s u b j e c t i v e l y  p u r p o s i v e * # * #
t h a t  i n  r e p r e s e n t i n g  them to  ourselvejsv/e  become ttwq.re o f  a  
harmony o f  our  c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t i e s , v i z . , i m a g i n a t i o n  and u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g .  V/e have  J u s t  a s  much r e a s o n  to  assume t h a t  n a t u r e  w i l l  
conform to  our  p r i n c i p l e  o f  a e s t h e t i c  r e f l e c t i o n  a s  we h a d  to  
assume t h a t  i t  would conform to  o u r  p r i n c i p l e  o f  l o g i c a l  
r e f l e c t i o n .  We have  an a  p r i o r i ,  s u b j e c t i v e l y  n e c e s s a r y  p r i n c i p l e  
o f  a e s t h e t i c  r e f l e c t i o n , a n d  we t r y  t o  a p p ly  i t  i n  t h e  e m p i r i c a l  
world.We lo o k  f o r  o b j e c t s  w h ich  w i l l  show us  a  form w hich  we 
f i n d  pur  j o s i v e , a n d  i n  d o in g  so we nedd n o t  t r a n s c e n d  the  w o r ld  
of  e x p e r i e n c e .  \J?he d i f f i c u l t y  a b o u t  th e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  judgm ent  
i s  t h a t  v/e must  t r a n s c e n d  the  w or ld  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  i f  we a r e  
t o  be a b l e  t o  ju d g e  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  t e l e o l o g i c a l i y  a s  p u r p o s e s  
oi  n a t u r e  o r  i f  we a r e  t o  be a b l e  t o  a s c r i b e  t o  n a t u r e  a  
p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e a l  t e c h n i q u e .  The c o n c e p t  which wo m u s t  employ 
i s  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  a  r e a l  p u rp o se  o f  n a t u r e , a n d  t h i s  c o n ce p t  
i s , a s  h a s  o f t e n  been  show n,a  c o n ce p t  o f  p u re  R e aso n .  (Jtee above 
%  Kant s a y s  t h a t  in/sf o r d e r  to  e x p l a i n  to  i t s e l f  t h i n g s  
as  p u r p o s e s  o f  n a t u r e , t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment must  p l a c e  the  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  Reason,  which  f o r  i  bs- p g f  t  i s  
n o t  a t  a l l  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  e x p e r i e n c e .  We can u n d e r s t a n d  why
-^C-w h tQ ji C//-ii_ >■ ••.(' ’-"(t...
Reason i s  r e q u i r e d , f o r  we daaow t h a t  th e  I d e a  o f  a r e a l  pu rp o se
So
i s  an  i d e a  o f  p u re  R e aso n .  But  i t  i s  n o t  e a s y  to  see  why
SLby-^/ A
Widfcves- t h a t  a  second  f a c u l t y  o f  the  mind i s  r e q u ir e d ,and why,
r ~ ~ —i f  i t  i s , - t h e  second  f a c u l t y  sh o u ld  be th e  u n d erstan d in g . ; i n  
o r d e r  to  u n d e r s t a n d  Kant h e r e  we have to  remember th a t  a c c o r d i n g
to him Judgment^whether  d e t e r m i n a n t  or  r e f l e c t i v e  i s  not an
1/ ept-w e l  o
i n d e p e n d en t  f a c u l t y  o f  th e  m in d ,and  t h a t  ari l - t h a t - I t  ■ctm-dtt—ira
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-to- r e l a t e  tv/o o t h e r  f a c u l t i e s  o f  the  mind, t o  e a c h  o t h e r , o n e  0 1  
which h a s  t o  p r e s e n t  i t  w i t h  th e  m a n i f o l d  t o  he j  ,dged  and t h e
o t h e r  w i t h  th e  c o n c e p t  o r  r u l e  a c c o r d i n g  to  w h ich  i t  xs to  "be
l b  is tHk-e*-' f b t * l  /Ai
j u d g e d .frL  a  t e l e o l o g i c a l  judgm en t  th e  m a n i f o ld  which  i s  j u d g e d  
i s  t h e  m a t e r i a l  w o r ld .T o  he a b l e  t o  ju d g e  t h i n g s  i d e o l o g i c a l l y
v/e. must  f i r s t  lave them g i v e n  t o  u s  i n  e x p e r i e n c e , and t n i s
-j'-v.' -.'.a!
tntpc f e n c e - o f  m a t e r i a l  b o d i e s  d e p e n d s , a s  h a s  been .show n i n  th e  
f i r s t  Cr i t i q u e , on w h e th e r  a  g iv e n  m u n i f o ld  h a s  b e e n  d e te r m i n e d  
by the  c o n c e p t s  of  the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g . l t  i s  o n ly  a f t e i  h a v in g  
d e te r m in e d  a  m a n i f o l d  a c c o r d i n g  to  m e c h a n ic a l  l a w s , 1 . c . , th e  
laws o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , t h a t  we can  ju d g e  i t  t e l e o l o g i c a l l y  
or  can a sk  w h e th e r  t h e  m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t  g i v e n  to  us i s  d e t e r m i n ­
ed a l s o  by a n o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e  o v e r  and above t h a t  o f  mechanism, 
w h e the r  i t  c a n , o r  p e r h a p s  m u s t ,h e  ju d g e d  to  be a  pu rp o se  o f  
n a t u r e .  Yet  i t  m ust  on no a c c o u n t  he f o ? g o t t e n  t h a t  none o f  
our t e l e o l o g i c a l  judgm en ts  can e v e r  be more t h a n  m e r e ly  r e f l e c t ­
ive  j u d g m e n t .  The c o n ce p t  o f  a  p u r p o s e , a l t h o u g h ^ a .  su ch ^ a  
c o n ce p t  o f  R e a s o n , i s  employed by th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment n o t  
a s  an o b j e c t i v e l y  d e te rm in a n g  c o n c e p t  w h ich  would d e te rm in e
u-n a t u r e  a s  such  and would a s c r i b e  to  -her  p u r p o s e s  and i n t e n t i o n s  
'i£> y d  i
o f  ■heT owr^.The o n ly  r e a s o n  why the  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment  makes
use o f  r e a s o n ' s  c o n c e p t  o f  a pu rp o se  i s  t o  e n a b le  i t  to employ
S\ t *i
i t s  own p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i o n . /  K a n t ^ t e l l s  us t h a t  what i s  
o f  most  im p o r tance  in  t h i s  s e c t i o n  i s  the  p r o o f  t h a t  the  
c o n ce p t  o f  a  f i n a l  cause  i n  n a t u r e  w h ich  s e p a r a t e s  n a t u r a l  
o b j e c t s  tfrom th e  m e c h a n ic a l  laws and ju d g e s  them i d e o l o g i c a l l y  
i s  a  c o n c e p t  which b e lo n g s  n e i t h e r  t o  Reason  nor  to  t h e  u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g  b u t  to  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgraent . T-h t t f r ■ i o—w h y  ■U  m u s t  
n o t  t ak e  i t  t o  be an o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t , U d , a  c o n c e p t  b y  w h i o h
h r  h .
v/e c o u l d  d e t e r m i n e  n a t u r e  a s  s u c h ^  i s *  d o i n g  s o  w e  s h o u l d  s a y
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more than  t h a t  v/e had  to  assume the  c o n c e p t  o f  a  p u r p o s e  i n  
o r d e r  to  e x p l a i n  t o  o u r s e l v e s  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  our o b jec t .W g  s h o u l d  
3h o u ld  a t t r i b u t e  to  n a t u r e  X X & &  i t s e l f  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  o b j e c t ­
iv e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s ; and f o r  t h i s  t h e r e  i s  no j u s t i f i c a t i o n  w ha t ­
e v e r  •The I d e a  o f  a p u rp o se  may be u sed  by r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm ent ,  
b u t  o n ly  f o r  t h e  sake  o f  r e f  l e c t i o n  sand t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e a l  
p u r p o s iv e  n e s s  may ^e  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  n a t u r e , b u t  o n ly  .in r e l a t i o n  
to Judgment and i t s  p r i n c i p l e . A s  soon a s  v/e a t t r i b u t e  to  n a t u r e  
p u r p o s e s  o f  h e r  own we,t ranscend th e  s p h e r e  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  .We 
r e g a r d  n a t u r e  a s  an i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g  endowed w i t h  S e a s o n . h u t  
how can v/e e v e r  j u s t i f y  such  an assum pt ion?A s  r e g a r d s  th e  
p r o d u c t s  o f  human a r t , w e  know from e x p e r i e n c e  t h a t  human R eason  
i s  c a p a b le  o f  p r o d u c in g  o b j e c t s  i n t e n t i o n a l l y . V.e know t h a t  
human b e i n g s  a r e  c a p a b le  o f  f i r s t  r e p r e s e n t i n g  to them se lv es  
th e  I d e a  o f  t h e i r  work^and t h e n  o f  p r o d u c in g  i t  a c c o r d i n g  t o  
t h i s  I d e a j a n d  v/e may r i g h t l y  c a l l  such  p r o d u c t s  p u r p o s iv e  o r  
p u r p o s e s . "But to  r e p r e s e n t  to  o n e s e l f  n a t u r e a s  t e c h n i c a l  l i k e  
R eason  and t h u s  to  a s c r i b e  to  i t  p u r p o s i v e n t s s  o r  even  p u r p o s e s ,  
t h i s  i s  a  s p e c i f i c  c o n ce p t  which  c a n n o t  be met w i t h  i n  e x p e r i e n c i  
(C. o f  J  • <;14, <;15 ,:Bue ck  ; 4 4 , Lehmann)
We may d i s t i n g u i s h  be tw een  two r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  o f  
the  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o f  n a tu re .W e  may r e p r e s e n t  i t  t o  o u r s e l v e s  
e i t h e r  as  n a t u r a l  o r  as  i n t e n t i o n a l . E x p e r i e n c e  e n t i t l e s  us 
o n ly  to  th e  f i r s t  k in d  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n . T h i s  i s  the  con cep t  
which i s  assumed by r e f l e c t i v e  J u d g m e n t . In  o r d e r  to  be e n t i t l e d  
to  assume th e  i n t e n t i o n a l  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o f  n a tu r e ,w e  sh o u ld  have 
to  p o s s e s s  c o n c e p t s  o f  R eason  which would l e a d  us  beyond 
e x p e r i e n c e  i n t o  t h e  s u p e r s e n s i b l e , and which d e t e r m i n a n t  Judgment 
could  employ f o r  th e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  e m p i r i c a l  o b j e c t s .  S i n c e ,
" -frr-s-v-
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h o y /e v e r ,n o  s u c h  c o n c e p t s  a r e  g i v e n  t o  U 3 , i t  i s  o n l y  r e i & e c t -  
i v e  Judgm en t  w h i c h  can  make u s e  o f  t h e  I d e a  o f  a  p u r p o s £ v e f i e s »  
o f  n a t u r e , and  t h i s  i t  d o e s » n o t  i n  o r d e r  t o  g a i n  kn o w led g e  o f  
a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  w o r l d , h u t  m e r e l y  i n  o r d e r  t o  s t u d y  e m p i r i c a l  
o b j e c t s  a c c o r d i n g  to  a  s p e c i a l  p r i n c i p l e .
-an t d o es  n o t  t e l i  us i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  w h a t  t h e  
o b j e c t s  o f  n a tu r e  a re  w hich  we m u st j u d g e  t e l e o l o g i c a l l y . H e
e VJy
o n l y  g i v e s  u s ^ a  v e r y  g e n e r a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  m e c h a n i c a l  and  
t e i e o l o g i c a l  m e t h o d s . S i n c e  w h a t  i s  s t a t e d  h e r e  t o o  b r i e f l y  t o  
be i n t e l l i g i b l e  i s  made q u i t e  c l e a r  i n  t h e  s e c o n d  p a r t  o f  t h e
C r i t i q u e  of Ju d g m en t  ( .the: C r i t i q u e  o f  t e l e o l o g i c a l  Judgm en t)Fi t  w ou ld  be w a s t e d  t im e  t o  e x p l a i n  i t  h e r e . I t  v / i l l  be  u s e f u l ^ ,
h o w e v e r , t o  remember  t h a t  we h a v e  l e a r n t  f ro m  t h i s  s e c t i o n  t h a t
t h e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  w h ich  m akes  u s  em ploy  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f
o b j e c t i v e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  can  n e v e r  be r e g a r d e d  a s  a n y t h i n g  o t h e r
t h a n  a  m e r e l y  r e f l e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e . T h i s  h a s  b e e n  s e t t l e d  once
and f o r  a l l .  To d e c i d e ^  w h e th e*  th e  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o f  n a t u r e
i s  i n t e n t i o n a l  o r  n a t u r a l  i s  q u i t e  i m p o s s i b l e . T h e  q u e s t i o n  does
n o t  e v e n  a r i s e , f o r  s i n c e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  j u d g m e n t s  a r e  r e f l e c t i v e
they
j u d g m e n t s  w h ic h  a r e  c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  e m p i r i c a l  o b j e c t s  onlj^ 
h a v e  no c o n c e r n  w i t h  t h e  p r o b le m  o f  w h e t h e r  a  s u p e r n a t u r a l  c a u s e  
p r o d u c e s  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  i n t e n t i o n a l l y  o r  u n i n t e n t i o n a l l y .
"Now i t  i s  c l e a r , t h a t  i n  s u c h  c a s e s  [ j l . e . , i n  t h e  c a s e s  i n  w h ic h  
we a p p l y  t h e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l ^ J  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  an o b j e c t i v e  
p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o f  n a t u r e  s e r v e s  m e r e l y  f o r  r e f l e c t i o n  a b o u t  t h e  
o b j e c t , n o t  f o r  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  by means  o f  the 
c o n c e p t  o f  a  p u r p o s e , a n d  t h a t  t h e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  judgment a b o u t  
t h e  i n n e r  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a  p r o d u c t  o f  n a t u r e  i s  a  merely 
r e f l e c t i v e  and  n o t  a d e t e r m i n a n t  j u d g m e n t . " ( C ^ o f J . 216,Bueck ;
4 5 , Lehmann) "The concept of the p u r p o s e s  of n a t u r e  i s , t h e r e f o r e ,
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a  mere c o n c e p t o f  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm ent w h ich  i t  a p p l i e s  f o r  i t s  
own s a k e , v i z . * i n  o r d e r  to  t r a c e  th e  c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n s  o f  o b j e c t s  
o f e x p e r ie n c e .A  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  e x p la n a t io n  o f  th e  
in n e r  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  c e r t a i n  fo rm s o f  n a tu r e  le a v e s  i t  u n d e te rm in  
ed w h e th e r  th e  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  o f  n a tu r e  i s  i n t e n t i o n a l  o r  u n in ­
t e n t io n a l*  A judgm en t w h ich  w ould a s s e r t  e i t h e r  o f  th e  two 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  w ould no lo n g e r  be a  m e re ly  r e f l e c t i v e  ju d g m e n t.
I t  w ould be a  d e te rm in a n t  ju d g m e n t, and th e  c o n c e p t o f  a  p u rp o se  
o f  n a tu r e  w ould a ls o  no lo n g e r  be a  c o n c e p t o f  m ere Judgm ent 
em ployed f o r  im m anent and e m p i r ic a l  u s e . l t  w ould be c o n n e c te d  
w ith  T e a s o n 's  c o n c e p t o f  a  s u p e r n a tu r a l  i n t e n t i o n a l l y  w o rk in g  
cau se  .W hether we a f f i rm e d  i t  o r  d e n ie d  i t , t h e  u se  o f  such  a  
c o n c e p t w ould be t r a n s c e n d e n t .11 (C _of_J*2161217,!Bueckj 4 6 , Lehmann)
S e c t io n  1 0 .
I t  h a s  b e e n  shown i n  t h e  p r e c e d i n g
CX/VJS.
a e s t h e t i c  and t e l e o l o g i c a l  j u d g m e n t s  we r e  m e r e l y  r e f l e c t i v e  
j u d g m e n t s , o r  t h a t  t h e y  -we~e o n l y  s u b j e c t i v e l y  v a l i d  i n  so  f a r
OxTv.v-w
as  t h e y  -ee-e-td n o t  d e t e r m i n e  t h e i r  o b j e c t s  a s  s u c h  b u t  o n l y  i n
r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  human ra.ind.The t a s k  w h ic h  K an t  s e t s  h i m s e l f  i n
(!)
S e c t i o n  10 i s  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  s p e c i a l  k i n d  o f  s u b j e c t i v i t y  
w h ic h  b e l o n g s  t o  t h e s e  j u d g m e n t s .  T h a t  h e  s e t s  ©#t to  show i s  
t h a t  i f  b y  a  s u b j e c t i v e  j u d g m e n t  we u n d e r s t a n d  a  ju d g m e n t  to  
whichno  n e c e s s i t y  a t  a l l  c a n  be a t t r i b u t e d , a  merely a r b i t r a r y  
ju d g m en t  w i t h o u t  any p r i n c i p l e  o f  i t s  o w n ,th en  the judgments 
made by  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm en t  a r e  by no means to  be ca l led  
s u b j e c t i v e . I f  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm ent are to f in d  
i f )  k s y  tvfA. l * s ~  Z o  5 ' ^ ,
Note to P . 205.
The terms " s u b je c t iv e "  and " o b je c t iv e "  a re  used by Kant in  
two d i f f e r e n t  s e n s e s .  In  making the d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
su b je c t iv e  and o b jec t ive ,w e  may th in k  of  the con ten t  of  a judg ­
ment. In t  t h a t  case,we unders tand  by a s u b je c t iv e  judgment 
a  judgment which i s  concerned w ith  the  mind,by an o b je c t iv e  
judgment one which i s  concerned w ith  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s .  "S ub jec t ive  
and "o b je c t iv e"  are  here  taken in  the o rd ina ry  sen se .  "Sub jec t ive"  
i s  what r e f e r s  to the knowing s u b je c t , " o b j e c t i v e "  what r e f e r s  to 
n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s .  The second meaning of the terms may be s t a t e d  
thus .  A judgment i s  " su b je c t iv e "  i f  no u n i v e r s a l i t y  or n e c e s s i t y  
can be a t t r i b u t e d  to  i t , i f  f o r  i t s  v a l i d i t y  i t  depends e n t i r e l y  
on the s t a t e  of mind of  an in d iv id u a l  s u b j e c t .  A judgment i s  
"o b jec t iv e"  i f  some such u n i v e r s a l i t y  can be a t t r i b u t e d  to  i t .
This i s  t ru e  only of judgments t h a t  are  based upon some s o r t  o f  
a p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e .  The f a c t  t h a t  th e re  are  d i f f e r e n t  degrees  
of u n i v e r s a l i t y  and n e c e s s i ty  complicates m a t te r s  even more.
For " su b jec t iv e "  and "o b jec t iv e"  may be taken in  a  t h i r d  sense .
A judgment may be sa id  to be an "o b je c t iv e "  judgment i f  i t  i s  
based upon d e f i n i t e  a  p r i o r i  concepts ,and i t  may be c a l l e d  
■subjective" i f  i t  r e s t s  upon an inde term ina te  a p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e .  
A judgment such as "Every event in  na tu re  has i t s  cause" i s  
"ob jec t ive"  in  a l l  th ree  senses i n d i c a t e d ; f o r  (a) i t  i s  a judg ­
ment about o b je c t s ,  (b) i t  i s  an a  p r i o r i  judgment and ,as  such, 
u n iv e r s a l ly  v a l i d  and necessa ry ,and  (c) i t  i s  based upon the 
d e f i n i t e  concept of a cause .  An a e s t h e t i c  judgment such as "This 
p ic tu re  i s  b e a u t i f u l "  i s  “subjective!? in  the f i r s t  sense , f o r  
i t  i s  a judgment about the s u b j e c t f i t  i s  "o b je c t iv e"  in  the 
second se n s e , fo r  i t  r e s t s  upon an a p r i o r i  p r in c ip l e  and th e re fo re  
n e c e s s i ty  and u n i v e r s a l i t y  must be a t t r i b u t e d  to i i t f  i t  i s  
" su b jec t iv e"  in  the t h i r d  sense ,  f o r  i t s  n e c e s s i ty  and u n iv e rsa l i ty  
do not  r e s t  upon a determinate  concept .  I t  possesses  sub jec t ive  
a . .p r io r i  u n i v e r s a l i t y  and n e c e s s i t y .  ( t h i s  w i l l  be explained by 
Kant a t  g r e a t  leng th  in  the "C ri t ique  of A es the t ic  Judgm ent^)
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a  p i a c e  i n  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i l o s o p h y  t h e y  m u s t  n o t  he  w h o l l y  
s u b j e c t i v e ; t h e y  m u s t  h e  "based on  n e c e s s a r y  s u b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s ;  
K an t  b e g i n s  w i t h  a e s t h e t i c  j u d g m e n t s , a n d  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  t h e y  
mus t  n o t  h e  e x p l a i n e d  p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y *
t h a t  f o r  K an t  p s y c h o l o g y  i s  an  e m p i r i c a l  s c i e n c e  and  t h e / / / ! / / / / ;  
p r i n c i p l e s  a p p l i e d  b y  i t  a r e  t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  f rom  t h o s e  i n  
w h ic h  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p h i l o s o p h y  i s  i n t e r e s t e d ; ! ’o r  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  
p h i l o s o p h y  i s  c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  a  p r i o r i  and n o t  w i t h  e m p i r i c a l
once more t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  m ethod*  i t  w i l l  be
n o t i c e d  how d i s d a i n f u l l y  h e  s p e a k s  i t .  He p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t
th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  e x p l a n a t i o n  a p p l i e d  by p s y c h o l o g y  a r e , a s  f a r  
a s  he  i s  a w a r e , a l t o g e t h e r  e m p i r i c a l .  He g i v e s  a  b r i e f  a c c o u n t  
o f  a c t u a l  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  m e t h o d , a n d  3 t a t e s  t h a t  n o t  o n l y  i s  i t ,  
l i k e  e m p i r i c a l  p h y s i c s , b a s e d  upon  p u r e l y  e m p i r i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s ,  
b u t  a l s o  . i t s  e x p l a n a t i o n S j  i n  c o m p a r i s o n  w i t h /  t h o s e  o f  p h y s i c s  
a r e  e x t r e m e l y  p o o r  and c e a s e l e s s l y  h y p o t h e t i c a l , O n  t o p  o f  t h r e e  
d i f f e r e n t  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  e x p l a n a t i o n s . a  f o u r t h  e q u a l l y  p l a u s i b l e  
can  r e a d i l y  be  i n v e n t e d .  K an t  g o e s  on to  e x p r e s s  h i s  s c o r n  o f  
t h e  m u l t i t u d e  . o f  w o u ld - b e  p s y c h o l o g i s t s  w h o , w i t h o u t  b e i n g  a b l e  I 
t o  g i v e  a  s c i e n t i f i c  explan&fcaon o f  th e  m o s t  o r d i n a r y  e v e n t  in  
n a t u r e , p r o f e s s  t o  be  a b l e  t o  s p e c i f y  t h e  c a u s e  o f  e v e r y  a f f e c t i o i  
o r  m o t i o n  o f  t h e  m in d .  He d e s c r i b e s  th e  r e a l  t a s k  o f  p s y c h o l o g y  
a s  f o l l o w s : " T o  o b s e r v e  p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y ( a s  E u rk e  d i d  i n  h i s  
e s s a y  on t h e  E e a u t i f u l  and th e  S u b l i m e ) , i . e « , t+  c o l l e c t  m a t e r i a l
f o r  e m p i r i c a l  r u l e s ^ t o  be  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  c o n n e c t e d  i n  &he 
f u t u r e  w i t h o u t  any  a t t e m p t  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  them i s  p e r h a p s  t h e  
o n l y  t r u e  o b l i g a t i o n  o f  e m p i r i c a l  p s y c h o l o g y . w h i c h  w i l l  s c a r c e l y
Our e x a m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  f i r s t  two C r i t i q u e s  h a s  shown
p r i n c i p l e s .  (See above  ) I n  o u r  S e c t i o n  K a n t  e x p l a i n s
U-
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e v e r  toe a b l e  t o  l a y  c l a i m  t o  t h e  t i t l e  o f  a  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  
s c i e n c e " .  A judgment w h ic h  pre tends  to he  u n i v e r s a l l y  v a l i d ,  
and  c l a i m s  t h a t  w h a t  i s  a s s e r t e d  i n  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  w h e t h e r  
t h i s  n e c e s s i t y  he  s u b j e c t i v e  o r  o b j e c t i v e * c a n n o t  be e x p l a i n e d  
p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y ?  " I t  w o u ld  be  a b s u r d  i f  we c o n c e d e d  t o  s u c h  a  
ju d g m e n t  a  c l a i m  o f  t h i s  k i n d £ i . e . a  c l a i m  t o  n e c e s s i t y / J to 
v i n d i c a t e  i t  b y  e x p l a i n i n g  t h e  j u d g m e n t  p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y  .“F o r  I n  
d o i n g  so  we s h o u l d  d e f e a t  o u r  own e n d ' , f o r  i f  we h a d  b e e n  
c o m p l e t e l y  s u c c e s s f u l  i n  t h e  a t t e m p t e d  e x p l a n a t i o n ^ t h i s  w o u ld  
o n l y  p r o v e  t h a t  t h e  j u d g m e n t  c o u l d  l a y  a b s o l u t e l y  no c l a i m  to 
n e c e s s i t y  owing t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t s  e m p i r i c a l  o r i g i n  c o u l d  be 
d e m o n s t r a t e d .  " (C. o f  J .  218 , B u e c k ; 48 , Lehmann) \"Kant  d o e s  n o t  
e x  l a i n  h e r e  why he  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  a e s t h e t i c  j u d g m e n t s  l a y  c l a i m  
to  n e c e s s i t y . T h e  q u e s t i o n s  w h e t h e r  t h e y  c l o * a n d , i f  Uie^dt* how 
t h i s  i s  p o s s i b l e , m u s t  be l e f t  t o  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  A e s t h e t i c  
J u d g m e n t .  A l l  t h a t  K an t  s a y s  h e r e  i s  t h a t  i f  t h e y  do c l a i m  
n e c e s s i t y , a n d  i f  t h e y  t h u s  a s s e i  t  n o t  m e r e l y  how e v e r y o n e  j u d g e s  
( i n  w h ic h  c a s e  e m p i r i c a l  p s y c h o l o g y  would  h a v e  t o  c o n c e r n  
i t s e l f  w i t h  th e m ^ b u t  how e v e r y o n e  o u g h t  t o  j u d g e , t h e n  t h e y  m u s t  
h a v e  an a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  6 £  t h e i r  o w n . " I f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  to 
s u ch  a  p r i n c i p l e  w ere  n o t  c o n t a i n e d  i n  ju d g m e n t s  o f  t h i s  k i n d  
and in  t h e  c l a i m  t o  n e c e s s i t y  made by s u c h  s. j u d g m e n t ,o n e  w ould
(0 Kant  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  h e r e  b e tw e e n  a  n e c e s s i t y  w h ic h  r e s t s  upon 
& J K i 2 £ i  c o n c e p t s  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  and a n o t h e r  icirid o f  n e c e s s i t y ,  
th e  n e c e s s i t y  c l a i m e d  b y  a e s t n e t i c  j u d g m e n t s . T h i s  l a t t e r  n e c e s u i t  
r e s t s  upon s u b j e c t i v e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  c o n c e p t s  w h i c h { i . e . t h e  |y
s u b j e c t i v e  c o n d i t i o n s ) l i e  a . p r i o r i  a t  t h e  b a s i s  o f  th e  judgmentT" 
W ith  r e g a r d  t o  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw e e n  o b j e c t i v e  o r  l o g i c a l  
j u d g m e n t s , b a s e d  upon & _ j x A s x i  o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t s , a n a  a e s t h e t i c  
ju d g m e n ts  b a s e d  upon t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  a _ p r i o r i _ c o n d i t i o n s  o f  
c o n c e p t s ^  -  See above,
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h a v e  4 p  p r e s u p p o s e  t h a t  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  a s s e r t  -in a  ju d g m e n t
t h a t  i t  o u g h t  t o  a p p l y  u n i v e r s a l l y  he  c a u s e  a s  p r o v e d  b y  , 
. . . . . . .  ■ /+W- U
o b s e r v a t i o n  i t  a c t u a l l y  i s  u n i v e r s a l l y  a p p l i e d  
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therferfrom t h e  f a c t  t h a t  e v e r y o n e  j u d g e s  i n  a  c e r t a i n  m an n e r  
t h a t  e v e r ^ " o u g h t  t o  j u d g e ^ i n . .tha t- !!icUinei"pV^i^h-i-s--eb-v4ous 
n on^n-se - ;  " ( C. o f  0 . 2 7 9 ,  Bue ck  ? 4 8 , 4  9 ,  Lehmann .  )
We s e e  t h a t  i t  i s  a  v e r y  s p e c i a l  k i n d  o f  s u b j e c t i v i t y
t h a t  m u s t  be  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  a e s t h e t i c  j u d g m e n t s .  The d i f f i c u l t y  
i n  e x p l a i n i n g  t h e i r  n a t u r e  i s  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  n o t  b a s e d  u p o n  
c o n c e p t s , a n d  c a n n o t  be d e r i v e d  ih am a  d e f i n i t e  c o n e e p t ( i f  t n i s  
v/e r e  t h e  c a s e ,  t h e y  w o u ld  be l o g i c a l  and n o t  a e s t h e t i c  j u d g m e n t s )  
and t h a t  i n  s p i t e  o f  t h i s  t h e y  c l a i m  u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  and 
n e c e s s i t y . T h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  A e s t h e t i c  Ju d g m en t  v / i l l  h av e  to  
d i s c o v e r  t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  and i n d e t e r m i n a t e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  
w hich u n d e r l i e s  o u r  a e s t h e t i c  j u d g m e n t s .
i n  t h e  s e c o n d  p a r t  o f  f l e c t i o n  10 K an t  shows t h a t  
t e l e o l o g i c a l  j u d g m e n t s  a r e  a l s o  b a s e d  upon a n  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  
I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t e l e o l o g i c a l  j u d g m e n t s  a r e  n o t  so  l i a b l e  t o  
be  t a k e n  f o r  m e r e l y  s u b j e c t i v e  j u d g m e n t s , i . e . , i o r  ju d g m e n t s  
w i t h o u t  a n y  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e . O n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d , an e x a m i n a t i o n  
o f  t h e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t e l e o l o g i c a l  j u d g m e n t  h a s  made i t  
c l e a r  t h a t  a l l  s u c h  ju d g m e n t s  a r e  m e r e l y  r e f l e c t i v e  j u d g m e n t s ,  
and t h a t  t h e y  do n o t  d e t e r m i n e  t h e i r  o b j e c t s  a s  s u c h .  I t  i s  
t r u e  t h a t  t e l e o l o g i c a l  ju d g ra e n ts  make u se  o f  a  d e t e r m i n a t e  
c o n c e p t ,_v iz . ,  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  a  p u r p o s e . B u t  t h e y  do n o t  a s s e r t  
t h a t  n a t u r e  i n  p r e s e n t i n g  us  w i t h  o b j e c t i v e l y  p u r p o s i v e  o b j e c t s  
a c t u a l l y  p r o c e e d s  i n t e n t i o n a l l y . l’h e y  a r e  s u b j e c t i v e  j u d g m e n t s ,  
f o r  i n  m ak ing  them we m e r e l y  a s s e r t  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  t o  e x p l a i n  
to o u r s e l v e s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  su c h  o b j e c t s  we h av e  to judge
& Q 9  •
them to  be p u r p o s e s  o f  n a t u r e ,  . h e r e  -a- p r o b le m  a r i s o s j i o r  i t
may be h e ld  th a t  we f in d  o u t by e x p e r ie n c e  a l o n e  t h a t  c e r t a i n
o b j e c t s  i n  n a t u r e  a r e  n o t  m ere  m e c h a n ism s  b u t  a r e  p u r p o s e s  ox
n a t u r e 9so t h a t  o u r  j u d g m e n t s  a b o u t  them w o u ld  be  m e r e l y
e m p i r i c a l  j u d g m e n t s  w i t h o u t  any  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  o f  t h e i r
own•Kant  d e n i e s  t h i s . H e  shows t h a t  a  t e l e o l o g i c a l  ju d g m e n t
com pares  th e  c o n c e p t o f  a  p r o d u c t  o f  n a t u r e  i n  r e s p e c t  o f
C' '■‘~d
w hat  i t  i s  w i t h  w h a t  i t  o u g h t  to  be/Be"  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h i s  b y  an  
examp l e j j h a t  we can  s e e  w i t h  an  ey e  i s  s o m e t h i n g  t h a t  we 
e x p e r i e n c e  i m m e d i a t e l y ; and  v/e can  e x p l a i n  t h e  i n n e r  and  o u t e r  
s t r u c t u r e  oi' t h e  ey e  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  m e c h a n i c a l  l a w s .  When, 
h o w e v e r ,we j u d g e  t h e  ey e  i d e o l o g i c a l l y , w e  n o t  o n l y  a s s e r t
t h a t  we can  s e e  w i t h  i t , b u t  we a l s o  a s s e r t  t h a t  1 1 - g u g h t  t e  
-hay-e—a-e- t r u c 't u r c o u i  t a b l e f o r  s e e i n g  .We r e g a r d  the  m e c h a n i c a l  
c a u s e s  a s  m e r e l y  a c c i d e n t a l . W e  assum e q u i t e  a  d i f f e r e n t  h i n d  
o f  c a u s a l i t y ,  rhe  eye  g i v e n  t o  u s  c a n  s e e , b e c a u s e  t h i s  i s  
i t s  p u rp o se .W e  j u d g e  t h a t ,  t h e  eye  c o u l d  n a t  h a v e  b e e n  w h a t  i t
f.vj «vo •' o (>~£u
i s  u n l e s s  i t  -aug h t - to  hnvo b e e n  s o . E x p e r i e n c e  , o n  the  o t h e r  
h a n d , o n l y  shows us  t h i n g s  a s  t h e y  a r e . I f  we a r e  t o  be a b l e  
t o  compare a  t h i n g  a s  i t  i s  w i t h  t h e  t h i n g  a s  i t  o u g h t  t o  b e ,  
and t o  make o u r  j u d g m e n t  a b o u t  i t  d e p e n d e n t  on w h e t h e r  i t
a c t u a l l y  i s  w h a t  i t  o u g h t  t o  be,fee- m u s t  a p p l y  a  s p e c i a l  a  p r i o r i  
p r i n c i p l e .  T h i s  p r i n c i p l e  c a n n o t  be d e r i v e d  f rom  e x p e r i e n c e .
.  "To t h i n k  o f  a  p r o d u c t  o f
n a t u r e  t h a t  i t  o u g h t  t o  h a v e  b e e n  s o m e t h i n g  and  to  make our
ju d g m e n t  d e p e n d e n t  on w h e t h e r  i t  a c t u a l l y  t £ , t h i s  im pl ies  t h e
p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  o f  a  p r i n c i p l e  w h ic h  c a n n o t  be d e r i v e d  f . o m
the
e x p e r i e n c e . F o r  e x p e r i e n c e  t e a c h e s  u s  o n l y  what t h i n g s  a r e . "
( £ • £ £ _ £ • 2 2 0 JBue ok15 0 , Lehmann)
I.
b e-cau s e  e x p e r i e n c e  on ly -■are
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We can  now u n d e rs ta n d  w h a tb th e  a n a lo g y  "between 
a e s t h e t i c  and t e l e o l o g i c a l  ju d g m e n ts  i s .  They a re  b o th  m e re ly  
r e f l e c t i v e  ju d g m en ts# an d  a s  su c h  may he c a l l e d  s u b j e c t i v e . I n  
s p i t e  o f  t h i s  th e y  a re  b a se d  on a  p r i o r i  p r in c ip le s # a n d  a re  
th u s  to  be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from  a l l  th o se  ju d g m en ts  w h ich  fo l lo w  
m ere ly  e m p i r ic a l  p r i n c i p l e s .T e l e o l o g i c a l  ju d g m e n ts  can  be a s  
l i t t l e ^ d e r i v e d  from  p h y s ic a l ( e m p i r ic a l ) l a w s  a s  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g ­
m ents can be d e r iv e d  from  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  law s .T h ey  a r e  p ro d u c ts  
o f  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm en t.T he  C r i t iq u e  o f  Judgm ent w i l l  have  
to  g iv e  a  p r e c i s e  a c c o u n t o f  th e  n a tu r e  o f  th e s e  two^ ju d g m en t2}.I I  
w i l l  c o n ta in  two p a r t s  ra jc r i t iq u e  o f  A e s th e t ic  Judgm ent and a 
C r i t iq u e  o f  T e le o lo g ic a l  Ju dgm en t.
S e o tlo n  U .
X / / .
S e c t io n  1 1 .
Til o r  o i s  p e rh a p s  n o t  a n o th e r  p a s s a g e  i n  t h e  w ho le  o f  K a n t1s 
c r i t i c a l  p h ilo s o p h y  and c e r t a i n l y  none i n  t h e  " C r i t i q u e  o f  Judg­
ment" w hich g iv e s  so  ranch th e  a p p e a ra n c e  o f  b e in g  a  p ie c e  o f  
" a r c h i t e c t o n i c " .  r a n t  seem s to  "be c o n c e rn e d  i n  i t  w i th  n o t h i n ,  
h u t  a n  a r t i f i c i a l  d i v i s i o n  o f  c o n c e p ts .  He p r e s e n t s  us i n - 4 i  
w ith  a number o f l i s t s :  a  l i s t  o f  t h e  f a c u l t i e s  o fAm ind , w h ich
a r e  s id  t o  h e  t h r e e ;  and  a  l i s t  o f  t h e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  c o g n i t i o n ,  
w hich a r e  a l s o  s a i d  t o  h e  t h r e e .  F u r t h e r ,  t h e r e  i s  su p p o se d  
to  b e  a  n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t io n  b e tw een  th e s e  two l i s t s  and  two 
o th e r s  (a  l i s t  o f t h e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s  and  c. l i s t  o f  t h e  p r o ­
d u c ts  o f th e s e  p r i n c i p l e s ,  e a c h  o f  w hich I s o  c o n s i s t s  o f  t h r e e  
m em bers). I t  seem s h a rd  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  K an t i s  d i s c u s s in g  a  
s e r io u s  philosophical p ro b lem . T h is  her e v e r  i s  t h e  v e ry  th in g  
I s h a l l  try t o  show . B ut n o t  o n ly  t h i s .  I  s h a l l  t r y  t o  p ro v e
th a t  t h e  argum ent s e t  f o r t h  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  f a r  fro m  b e in g -s -
(v- In  J r  A
p ro d u c t o f  an architectonic rdr/l, is in d e e d - a s ta te m e n t  o f  t h e
g e n e ra l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f H u n t’ s p h ilo s o p h y  in  t h e  fo rm  o f  a  s lc e tc h .
I t  i s  i t s  form  w hich i s  a r t i f i c i a l ,  .nd n o t  i t s  c o n te n t .
i f t o r  th e s e  p re l im in a r y  rem arks I  may now b e g in  my ex p o s­
i t i o n .
The s e c t i o n  b e a r s  th e  h e a d in g , "E n c y c lo p a e d ic  I n t r o d u c t io n  
o f  th e  C r i t iq u e  o f Judgment  i n to  th e  System  o f  th e  Qr i t i q u e  o f  
p u re  R eason ."  K ant b e g in s  by d i s t i n g u i s h in g  betw een  tw o k in d s  
o f  i n t r o d u c t io n ^ .  ( a )  p r e c e d e n t i c  in tro d u c tio n ^ , and  (b )  e n c y c lo ­
p a e d ic  in t r o d u c t io n  , -Sire p ro p a e d e u tic  in t r o d u c t io n ^  *£o  o f *
3-k
merely p r e p a r a to r y  c h a r a c t e r .  T h e ir  p u rp o se  i s  to  p ro v id e  th e  
r e a d e r  w ith  know ledge d e r iv e d  from  some o th e r  d o c t r i n e  o r  s c ie n c e  
M *Ch aajyoafly  « * i s t s , ^ i n  o rd e r  t o  in tro d u o e  him  t o e ?  d o c t r in e  
-n e r iy  p ropounded . Sfeey g ives him  th e  m a te r ia l  n e c e s s a ry  f o r  t h e
u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f t h e  l a t t e r .  An e n c y c lo p a e d ic  i n t r o d u c t i o n  i s
o f an  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  k in d .  I t  r e s t s  upon th e  Id e a  o f  a
sy s te m . I t  does n o t m ere ly  en u m era te  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  p a r t s  o f  th e
whole a s  th e y  a r e  d is c o v e re d  i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  e m p i r ic a l  i n v e s t i -
g a t  io n .  a i^n& yol-epe;eiH re^tttroaaw t±O T r g iv e s  a  c o m p le te  in v e n -
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to r y  o f t h e  p a r t s  o f  a  w hole and  show ing- t h e i r  n e c e s s a r y  r e l a t i o n
1b
to  one a n o th e r  - n l  t h e . - h o l e  t o  w hich th e y  b e lo n g . F o r  i t  i s  
a s y s te m a tic  i n t r o d u c t i o n  and  a sy s te m  a c c o rd in g  to  K a n tia n  
p r i n c i p l e s  i s  a  h o le  th e  a r t s  of w hich r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  d e t e r ­
m ined by t h e  Id e a  o f th e  w ho le  from  w hich  th e y  a r e  d e r iv e d  so  t h a t  
i t  becomes p o s s ib l e  to  d e te rm in e  them  b o th  a s  r e g a r d s  t h e i r  num ber 
and  t h e i r  n a tu r e  • , rSiat i s  t h e  w hole i n  t h e  c a se  w i th  w h ich  wo
a r e  co n ce rn ed ?  The answ er i s  s im p le .  The  v& o le• f a c u l t y  o f 
w hich th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent i s  to  be  a  p a r t  i s  human know.1,edge 
i n  so  f a r  a s  i t  i s  d e te rm in e d  by  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s .  I f  J u d g ­
ment i s  t c  b e lo n g  to  th e  sy s te m  o f  l u r e  R eason  i n  t h e  w id e s t  s e n s e  
o f  t h i s  term * ' ( i . e .  th o  f a c u l t y  o f a  p r i o r i  know ledge i n  g e n e r a l )  
i t  B ust p o s s e s s  a n  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  o f  i t s  own. I f  i t  d o e s , 
i t  w i l l  b e  p o s s ib l e j n o t  o n ly  t o  r e g a rd  i t  as  a p a r t  o f  t h e  whole, 
b u t a ls o  t o  d e te rm in e  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  t h i s  r a r t  to  th e  o th e r  c a r t s
n
a n d ^ th e  w h o le . The C r i t i q u e  o f  p u re  R eason  had  s e t  f o r t h  a  p r i o r i  
p r in c ip le ; :  o f th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g , th e  Cr i t i q u e o f  P r a c t i c a l  R eason  
t h e  a  i j r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  R easo n . The p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  u n d e r -  
s ta n d in g  an d  th e  r i n c i p l e s  o f R eason a r e  b o th  o b j e c t iv e  p r i n ­
c i p l e s .  They e n a b le  us t o  d e te rm in e  two d i f f e r e n t  k in d s  o f  o b je c ts ,  
v i a t h e o r e t i c a l  o b je c ts  and  p r a c t i c a l  o b j e c t s .
T ra n s c e n d e n ta l  p h ilo so p h y  re g a rd e d  a s  a n  o b je c t iv e  d o c t r in e  
can c o n ta in  o n ly  tw o p a r t s ,  v i z . , a  t h e o r e t i c a l  and  a  p r a c t i c a l  
p a r t .  The f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent c a n n o t b e lo n g  to  t h e  sy s te m  o f  
-he  o b je c t iv e  s c ie n c e s  o f P u re  R eason . F o r  th o s e  s o ie n o e s  a r e
b a sed  upon objective a priori principles^ an d  in order to bo u
■oart o f su c h  a  sy s te m  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent w ould have  to
0)
-oroduce o b je c t iv e  s. priori p r i n c i p l e s .  How Judgm ent i s  funda­
m e n ta lly  different from the understanding and R eason  in that it 
does n o t  p ro v id e  us with any objective c o n c e p ts  or principles at 
a l l .  I t  oan(therefore not; belong to the system o f  philosophy. 
Philosophy rega ded as a doctrine i s  concerned w ith  o b je c t iv e  
knowledge alone. there are only two such ob sects, namely nature
h-Ur&J'. i/v^
and morcM?, and  o n ly  tw o f a c u l t i e s  of the mind which g iv e  u s _a 
priori o b je c t iv e  know ledge o f  th em , v i z . ,  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and  
R eason, She sy s te m  o f  p h ilo s o p h y  i s  c o m p le te  if i t  c o n ta in s  
th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  R e a so n . 
She faculty of Judgment can how ever be a  member of t h e  sy s te m  o f
the a priori determinable faculties of the mind. It belongs to
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th e  system of philosophy in so far as -i-fe is regarded as a C r i t i q u e  
o f  th e  faculties of the mind. For judgment produces s p e c i a l  _a 
priori principles and is fundamentally different from t h e  e m p ir i ­
cal faculties of the mind with which psychology is concerned. I t
may a ls o  be r i g h t l y  assum ed th t i t  i s  the v e ry  s u b j e c t i v i t y  o f
<s
i t s  p r i n c i p l e  w hich d e te rm in e d  th e  p la c e  o f  Judgm ent i n  th e  
sy s te m  o f  th e  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  and  e n a b le s  us t o  d e te rm in e  
i t s  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  two o th e r  f a c u l t i e s * ,  ( u n d e r s ta n d in g  and  R easo n ), 
I t  i s  t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  w hich w i l l  make us see t h e  n e c e s s a ry  
c o n n ex io n  betw een  th e n  all a s  members o f th e  sy s te m  o f th e  p u re  
f a c u l t i e s  o f knowledge.
We know a l r e a d y  w hat th e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  i s  w hich i s  
assum ed by Judgm en t. I t  i s  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i o n ,  i t  
h as  b een  shovm t h a t  on m ere ly  s u b j e c t iv e  g ro u n d s , i . e . , b e c a u se  
tfQ. d e s i r e  to  know n a tu r e ,  we m ust p re su p p o se  t h a t  n a tu r e  s p e c i f i e s  
i t s  u n iv e r s a l  law s ( p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  n a tu r e  i n  
g e n e r a l )  i n to  /  p a r t i c u l a r  laws a c c o rd in g  to  th e  Id e a  o f  sy stem .
 ^ I c t ^ - X .  ■.■J' (v^i.A i»yf (p. -fti. ^
Klc^ J- Cu oJhhs**..
V/e m ust assum e t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  law s  o f  n a tu r e  a r e  a r r a n g e d  
i n  a  sy s te m . Wo have  s e e n  t h a t  v/e m ust n e c e s s a r i l y  sp p ly ^ m e re ly  
s u b j e c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e x i o n  b e c a u se  t h e  lenow ledge o f  t h e  
u n iv e r s a l  law s o f n a tu r e  i s  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  g iv e  us r e a l  know­
le d g e  o f  n a tu r a l  o b j e c t s .  But v/e h av e  a ls o  s e e n  t h a t  su c h  a  
p ro su i,: .c s  i t  io n ,  s u b j e c t iv e l y  n e c e s s a ry  a s  i t  i s ,  c a n n o t  b e  
d e r iv e d  from  o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e s .  I t  i s  an  a s su m p tio n  made by 
r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm en t, We c a n n o t d e te rm in e  n a tu r e  a s  su c h  by 
means o f  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  w hich  c a u se  us t o  males su c h  an  a s su m p tio n .
JL utA,
F o r  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  e m p ir ic a l  law s .must be  g iv e n  i n  -pr ef e r e n c e  
and  wo c a n n o t luiow, p r i o r  t o  o u r a c t u a l  e x p e r ie n c e  o f  them  w h e th e r
th e y  r e a l l y  b e lo n g  to  a  s y s te m , The p r i n c i p l e  i s  a n  a  p r i o r i
p r in c ip le ^ b u t  s in c e  we c an n o t p ro v e  i t s  s u b j e c t iv e  n e c e s s i t y  v/e
c a n  do no more t h a n  t a k e  t h e  e m p ir ic a l  law s w hich a r e  -given t o  us
and t r y  to  a r r a n g e  them  i n  a  sy s te m  w ith o u t  a v e n  know ing i n
advance h e th e r  v/e s h a l l  su c c e e d .
Kant h a s  a l s o  shown t h a t  s in c e  th e  r u l e  w hich o u r  r e f l e c t i v e
Judgm ent a p p l ie s  i s  in d ep e n d en t o f  d e te rm in a te  c o n c e p ts  w hich
would p ro v e  t h a t  n a tu r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  p r e s e n t s  us w ith  a  l o g i c a l
sy s te m , v/e c o n c e iv e  th e  id e a  o f a  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  o f  n a tu r e .  V.'e
'dr
e x p ec t o f  n a tu r e  t h a t  -she w i l l  s e rv e  o u r own p u rp o s e s .  -£ent-ha-a
ju fc S  /py. a ,  *
a lo o  ah e v/a - i n  t h e  p re c e d in g  s e c t io n s  o f  th e  I n t f  o d u c t io ^ ,  and  ho 
r e p e a t s  i t  h e r e ,  t h a t  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  l o g i c a l  r e f l e c t i o n  i s  t h e
th'/g ■ >
p r i n c i p l e  o f  Judgm ent and t h a t  th e  o th e r  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  
t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent ( a e s t h e t i c  and  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s )
Cl r t  e k / x  i  V . h i / '
do? s . h pp. i t .  I t  i s  th e  l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e x i o n  w h ich
tA.-it'. i'u■■■> H4 hroJt Jt-'t/ih f tv  e>-
f i r s t
t y o f  tno.111? i t - ) . ‘ S in o e-t h o  a4 Bua^t4 o n - o f . th i s .
- ,y A • ^  X tz MpJ hajl.
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F u r th e r ,  K ant t e l l s  u s  once m ore i n  o u r  S e c t io n  t h a t  th e  
r e a s o n  why we a re  e n t i t l e d  to  h o ld  t h a t  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n ts  a r e  
"based upon an a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  i s  t h a t  we have  su c ce ed e d  in  
e s t a b l i s h i n g  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  l o g i c a l  r e f l e c t i o n  a s  a  s p s s s s i . 
s p e c i a l  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e .  The f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent w hich 
s u p p l ie s  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e s e  ju d g m en ts  i s  th u s  e n t i t l e d  to  
a  p la c e  i n  th e  sy s tem  o f  th e  h ig h e r  f a c u l t i e s  o f know ledge.
A ll  t h i s  w i l l  e a s i l y  he u n d e rs to o d  by anyone who h a s  fo llo w e d  
Kant th ro u g h o u t th e  p re c e d in g  s e c t i o n s  o f th e  I n t r o d u c t io n .  The 
two su b seq u e n t p a ra g ra p h s  o f  o u r S e c t io n  a re  more d i f f i c u l t .
K ant s e t s  o u t  to  p rove  t h a t  o f  th e  two ju d g m en ts  made 
by r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm ent ( i . e . . a e s t h e t i c  and t e l e o l o g i c a l  ju d g ­
m en ts) i t  i s  o n ly  th e  fo rm er w hich  have t h e i r  o r i g in  i n  Ju d g ­
m ent and w hich  make a  C r i t iq u e  o f  Judgm ent n e c e s s a ry ,w h e re a s  
th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  th e  l a t t e r  can be shown w ith o u t  i t s  b e in g  
n e c e s s a ry  to  d e r iv e  them from  a  p r i n c i p l e  p e c u l i a r  to  Judgm en t.
He e x p la in s  t h a t  i t n i s  in  i t s  ju d g m en ts  o f  t a s t e  t h a t  Judgm ent 
r e v e a l s  i t s e l f  a s  a  f a s a k y  f a c u l t y  w i th  a  s p e c i a l  a  p r i o r i  juc 
p r i n c i p l e .  These ju d g m en ts  a lo n e  e n t i t l e  i t  to  a  p la c e  in
th e  C r i t iq u e  o f  th e  h ig h e r  f a c u l t i e s  o f know ledge,and  i t  i s  o n ly  
(a e s t h e t i s c h e s  Verm ogen) 
a f t e r  i t s  a e s t h e t i c  f a c u l t y Ah a s  been  d is c o v e re d  t h a t  i t s
t e l e o l o g i c a l  f a c u l t y  can be d e a l t  w i th .  In  o rd e r  to  com plete
th e  C r i t iq u e  o f  Judgm ent we have to  c o n ce rn  o u r s e lv e s  w ith  tte .
t e l e o l o g i c a l  ju d g m en ts  as w e l l ,a n d  to  show t h a t  th e y  a re  c o n ta in e d
in  one and th e  same f a c u l t y  and r e s t  upon th e  same, p r i n c i p l e .
K ant h im s e lf  adduces h i s  r e a s o n s  f o r  b e l i e v in g  t h a t  
a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m en ts  a re  more c lo s e ly  c o n n e c te d  w i th  th e  f a c u l t y
u lThe p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  n a tu r e  s p e c i f i e s  i t s  u n iv e r s a l  law s i n to  
p a r t i c u l a r  law s a c c o rd in g  to  th e  Id e a  o f  a  sy s te m .
C r i t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s  th e  human m ind c a n n o t t r a n s c e n d  t h e  n o r  I d  
o f  n a tu r e .  A t e l e o l o g i c a l  judgm ent on th e  o th e r  h a n d , a s  lo n g
So
a s  I t  makes u se  o f  o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p ts  o f  R easo n ,m u st do t -h i e .
F o r  I n  em ploying  su c h  a  c o n ce p t v/e a s s e r t  t h a t  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  
owe t h e i r  e x is te n c e  to  s u p e r n a t u r a l  c au ses  . T h is  i s  t h e  u se  
which has been  rn.--.d3 of th e  te le o lo g ic a l  p r i n c i p l e ^  ■ namel y  by
n e a r l y  a l l  d o g m a t ic  p h i lo s o p h e r s .  They h a v e  a l l  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  
i t  i s  p o s s ib l e  to  ro v e  by means o f  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  t h e r e  
e x i s t s  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  b e in g  w h ich  p r o d u c e s  th in g s  i n  o rd e r  t o  
make them  se rv e  c e r t a i n  p u rp o s e s .  The p h y s i c o - t e l e o l o g i c a l  
p r o o f  o f  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  God r e s t s  upon t h i s  a rg u m e n t. K ant 
ho -.7  e v e r  h a s  shown i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f l u r e Reaso n  t h a t  t h i s —ar gtx- 
's e n t  i s  i n v a l i d .  9!he c o n c e p t o f  a  " p u rp o se "  i s  a  m ere Id e a  
t h e  o b je c t iv e  v a l i d i t y  o f  w h ich  c a n n o t b e  e s t a b l i s h e d .  I n  t h e  
I n t r o d u c t io n  to  th e  C r i t iq u e  o f  Judgm ent h e  h a s  shown t h a t  we 
c a n  make some u se  o f  t h e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  i n  a d i f f e r e n t  
s e n s e .  T e l e o l o g i c a l  judgm ents  a r e  m ere ly  r e f l e c t i v e  and  su b ­
j e c t i v e  ju d g m e n ts . The p r i n c i p l e  w hich u n d e r l i e s  them  i s  n o t  
p r i n c i p l e  o f R eason  b u t  o f  Judgm ent.
A no ther p o in t  t o  be  n o te d  i s  t h a t  i n  Section 1 0 , .i . e . , th e  
s e c t i o n  w hich  im m e d ia te ly  p re c e d e s  th e  s e c t i o n  w i th  w h ich  we a r e  
h e re  c o n c e rn e d , wo f i n d  a  p a ssa g e  i n  w hich  Aunt s t a t e s  t h a t  o f
th e  two h in d s  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  judgm ents w i th  h i  eh  t h e  C r i t i q u e
( 1 ) ---------
.of Judgment^ m ust c o n c e rn  i t s e l f  t h e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  judgm en ts a r e
more i n  n e e d  o f  c r i t i c i s m  th a n  th e  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m en ts , owing to  
7A(t ft (yt-
t h a  f a c t  t h a t - l e f t  to  th e m se lv e s  th e y  tem p t R eason  to  t r a n s c e n d  
th e  w orld  o f  s e n s e ,  w hereas a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents demand a  l a b o r io u s  
in v e s t i g a t io n  i n  o rd e r  t o  g u a rd  a g a in s t  t h e i r  b e in g  w h o lly  l im i t e d  
to  th e  e m p ir ic a l  i n  r e s p e c t  o f t h e i r  p r in c ip le s ^  w hich w ould
(1 ) Ee a c t u a l l y  sa y s  t h a t  th e y  belong- t o  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  p u re  
R eason , ta k e n  i n  i t s  m ost g e n e r a l  s e n s e .  lfh a t  t h i s  means 
may b e  s e e n  from  th e  fo l lo w in g  p a s s a g e .  " a C r i t i q u e  of 
l u r e  R eason , i . e .  o f  our f a c u l t y  o f  ju d g in g  on a  p r i o r i  
c i p l e s , w ould be in c o m p le te  i f  th e  c r i t i c a l  e x a m in a tio n  of**"* 
Judgm ent, w hich  i s  a  f a c u l t y  c f  know ledge, a n d , a s ^ s u c h .  lav - 
c la im  to  in d ep e n d en t p r i n c i p l e s ,  w ere n o t  d e a l t  w i th  o ew --/’' 
a t e l y . "  (C .o f  J . , 16G^d  * “ -
n t '
d e s tro y  t h e i r  c la im  t o  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y ,
T h is  seem s c l e a r l y  t o  c o n t r a d i c t  t h e  argum en t w h ich  i s  s e t
C CrVv Ap.
f o r t h  i n  s e c t i o n  11 . But I  th in*- i t  i s  JaA**  edsy  t o  r e c o n c i l o
th e  two p a s s a g e s ,  r a n t  h as  a  hah  i t  o f  d i s c u s s in g  th e  sam e q u e s ­
t i o n  from  d i f f e r e n t  p o in t s  o f v iew , so  t h a t  h e  f i r s t  l a y s  s t r e s s  
upon one s i d e  o f  a  • ; . rohlon e n d  t h e n  u p o n  a n o th e r .  As a  r e s u l t  
o f t h i s  d i f f e r e n t  p a s s a g e s  s e e n  t o  h e  in c o m p a t ib le  v / i th  one 
a n o t h e r .  The sem b lance  o f  i n c o m p a t ib i l i ty  d i s a p p e a r s ,  h o w ev er, 
i n  p r a c t i c a l l y  e v e ry  c a s e  w hen a c c o u n t i s  t a k e n  o f  t h e  a rgum en t 
a s  a  w h o le .
I n  t h e  c a se  w i th  w h ich  we a r e  h e r e  c o n c e rn e d  i t  may h e  s a i d
t h a t  K a n t’ s answ er t c  t h e  q u e s t io n  a s  t o  w h e th er a e s t h e t i c  o r  
t e l e o l o g i c a l  judgm ents a r e  o f  x" g r e a t e r  im p o rta n c e  f o r  t h e  C r i t ­
iq u e  o f  Judgm enty  w ould h e  t h i s :  The answ er t o  t h i s  q u e s t io n
    .'W'-e
depends on/Trom w hieh^w oin t o f yiewgwe c o n s id e r  t h e  tw o ju d g m e n ts . 
A e s th e t ic  judgm onice a r e  more c lo s e ly  c o n n e c te d  w i th  th e  f a c u l t y  
of Judgm ent i n  so  f a r  a s  th e y  do n o t  make u se  o f  eny  c o n cep ts  and 
th u s  o b v io u s ly  c a n n o t d e r iv e  t h e i r  p r i n c i p l e s  from  any o th e r  
f a c u l t y  o f  th e  mind th a n  Judgm en t, V/e racy, h o w ev er, - r e c o n s id e r  
th e  q u e s t io n  fro m  a  d i f f e r e n t  p o in t  o f  v ie w . V/e may s a y  t h a t  
s in c e  a e s t h e t i c  judgm en ts do n o t  malce uso o f  any  c o n c e p ts  no  one 
w ould e v e r im ag in e  t h a t  by means o f  th e n  th e  human, mind c a n  t r a n s ­
cend  th e  w orld  o f  s e n s e .  They do n o t en d an g er t h e  fu n d a m e n ta l 
p r i n c i p l e s  o f  a C r i t i c a l  p h i lo s o p h y . T e l e o lo g ic a l  judgm en ts on 
th e  o th e r  hand  do t h i f t .  F o r  th e y  malce uso  o f c o n c e p ts  and  as 
long  as th o y  a r e  n o t  made s u b j e c t  t o  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  C r i t i c i s m
i  i 3 J
^hoy may b e  e a s i l y  h e ld  t o  be  b a sed  upon o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p ts  o f 
Reason by means o f w hich  we can  have  know ledge o f  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  
v.-orld. To ~oo.he t h e  s u b j e c t Ato  c r i t i c a l  e x a m in a tio n  i s  t h e r e f o r e  
f a r  more Im p o rta n t t h a n  t o  e x p la in  th e  n a tu r e  o f  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g ­
m ents. F o r i f  C r i t i c a l  p h ilo so p h y  does n o t  e x p la in  th e  n a tu ro
o f  c.o c th o t ie  ju d g m en ts  thee?® i s  no harm  done e x c e p t  t h a t  t h e  
n a tu r e  o f  t h e s e  judgments re m a in s  u n l n t e l l i g i b l c .
As lo n g , h o w e v e r, a s  t h e  n a tu r e  o f  t e l e o l o g l e a l  ju d g ­
m ents i s  n o t e x p la in e d ,  i . e . ; a s  lo n g  as i t  i s  n o t  made c l e a r  
t h a t  th e y  a r e  s u b j e c t i v e  judgm en ts o f  r e f l e c t i o n ,  th o  p r i n -  
c ip lo s  o f  tra:.iEce:*aantr,.l ph ilosophy a r e  i n  d a n g e r .  F o r  i t  
n  :r bo s a i d  a g a i n s t  th o s e  p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  v?o 
can and  in d e e d  m is t  judge c e r t a i n  o b je c ts  t e l e o l o g i o a l l y  
p ro v e s  t h a t  t h e  fu n d a m e n ta l a s su m p tio n  o f  C r i t i c a l  p h ilo s o p h y -  
t h a t  th e  human m ind c a n  have no know ledge o f  a  t r 0.21sc a n i e n t a l  
n o r ld ^ -  i s  e r ro n e o u s , 
we-eea^-h***
bo-so?—  - ;or v e ean-raafeO' t o l  00 log  l e a l  judgments in  whioh wo
taple«-^.^-pi*jl-nQ-i--o-le-fundagien .
t e n d in g .
cy~\,<sf S-\^ _ ~£ua.
IYe may no;,' go on w i th  -out expo?; i t  io n  o f  S e c t io n  1 1 . -Sant
l ^ v b t  jtsfCKi'-'-tisj-.d Ch^iL
s t a t e s--in -the-_par g^ sp l£ ^au d .-.^h sB -y u en t—ta-ri^at-iihi-c]a--w4- -h av e
f{c>'vj~ S(~&- (X!>
j  n o t -oxami ned, - th a t  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  t a s te ^  i f  i t  i s  u n d e r  ta lc  an  
w i th  a  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  purpose^ o f f e r s  an  e x tre m e ly  p ro m is in g  
p r o s p e c t  o f  a r r i v i n g  a t  a  co m p le te  sy s te m  o f  f h e  f a c u l t i e s  o f 
t h e  m ind. F o r i t  f i l l s  a  gap  i n  t h e  sy s te m  o f  o u r f a c u l t i e s  
o f  know ledge•
The sy s te m  o f  th e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  t h e  m ind ^ i n  so  f a r  a*
/l
th e y  a r e  r e f e r r e d  n o t a lo n e  t o  th e  w o rld  o f  s e n s e  (d a s  S in n -
I?  ____
l i e l i e ) b u t a l s o  t o  th e  o u p o r s e n s ib le  ( das U b e r s in n l ic h e )  w i l l
r  l A
be w orked o u t a c c o rd in g  to  c r i t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s ,  -She l i m i ­
t a t i o n s  -which C r i t i c a l  p h ilo so p h y  h as s e t  t o  o u r  know ledge o f  
th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  w i l l  n o t  b o  rem oved.
Al l  M a - l - q - v e r y  oboom H?. Jfesafc I n s t e a d  o f  e x p la in in g
l\0 /vfXtc/
w hat - i t  m eans^goos on to  p r e s e n t  us w i th  a  num ber o f  l i s t s .  
T h e re  i s  f i r s t  a  l i s t  o f  t h e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  t h e  mind,. 'T hen  a  
l i s t  o f th e  f a c u l t i e s  o f know ledge, end  two o th e r s  f o l lo w .
A l l  t h i s  lo o k s  e x c e e d in g ly  a r t i f i c i a l .  As I have  s a i d  a t  
th e  b e g in n in g  o f  ny e x p o s i t io n  o f  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  I  s h a l l  t r y  
t o  show t h a t  b e h in d  t h e s e  d iv is io n s -  t h e r e  i s  c o n c e a le d  a  r e a l  
a rgum en t a  c o m p reh en siv e  s u rv e y  o f  t h e  fu n d a m e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e s  
o f  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h i lo s o p h y . I t  i s  o n ly  a  v e ry  e la b o r a t e  
s tu d y  w hich w i l l  b r in g  t h i s  argum en t t o  l i g h t s  v n d r l  Mdy“ n&l7
I n  th e  f i r s t  p la c e  I  s h a l l  exam ine t h e  f i r s t  two l i s t s ,  
v i s ^  ( a )  t h e  l i s t  o f th e  f a c i l i t i e s  o f  th e  mind ( f a c u l t y  o f 
3oaov.’lo d g e , fo e  l i n y  o f  p le a s u r e  and  p a in ^ a n d  f a c u l t y  o f  d e s i r e )  
and  (b )  th e  l i s t  o f  t h e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  know ledge (u n d e r s ta n d in g ,  
Judgm ent and R e aso n ). j ICant h o ld s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  t h r e e  d i f f e r ­
e n t  a t t i t u d e s  w hich  th e  human mind may t a k e  to w a rd s  a n  o b j e c t .  
I t  may bo i n t e r e s t e d  i n  g a in in g ; know ledge o f  i t ,  i t  may ta k e  
p l e a s u r e  i n  i t^  on i t  may d e s i r e  i t .  I n  o rd e r  t o  e x e r c i s e  
th o s e  t i i r e e  f a c u l t i e s  some k in d  o f  know ledge i s  r e q u i r e d .  The 
m ind m ust n o t rem a in  p u re ly  p a s s iv e ,  i t  m ust have  some c r l n -  
c ip l e  o f  i t s  own, and t h i s  -evn-ta k e  ? A ^ ^ ^ -ne--e%h eg-vfey--t-han 
by r.oano-of  some a c t i v i t y  on th e  p a r t  o f  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  know­
le d g e .  -It  i s  n o t n e e c sg a r y - t h a t  T h a  know ledge in v o lv e d
K e r, d  l  U T
•ehettM  alw ays b e  o b je c t iv e  know ledge b ro u g h t a b o u t by d e t e r ­
m in a te  c o n c e p ts .  17e  s h a l l  s e e  t h a t  th e  a  r ; r i o r l  p r i n c i p l e  
•which d e te rm in e s  o u r f a c u l t y  o f  ta lc in g  p le a s u r e  i n  an  o b je c t  
( th e  p r i n c i p l e  w hich  u n d e r l i e s  our a e s t h e t i c  Judgm en ts) does 
n o t g iv e  us o b je c t iv e  know ledge. Kant b e l ie v e s ,  how e v e r  t h a t  
a l l  t h e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  t h e  mind a r e  u l t im a te ly  r e l a t e d  t o  th e
f a c u l t y  o f know ledge. _ _ jR esides t h e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  t h e  m ind , 
th e r e  e x i s t  t h r e e  h ig h e r  f a c u l t i e s  o f  ' nov/le&g©, v i a . , ( a )  
u n d e r  s t a n d in g , (b )  Ju d g m en t, (o )  R e aso n . I f  v;a e l im in a te  
i n t u i t i o n  and  im a g in a t io n  on a o c o u n t o f  t h e i r  b e in g  se n su o u s  
f a c u l t i e s  and  a s  su c h  p o s s e s s e d  by i r r a t i o n a l  ‘b e in g s  a s  w e l l  
a s  man, wo a r e  l e f t  w ith  th o s e  th r o o  ^ h ig h e r "  f a c u l t i e s  o f
know ledge .
is
How l 'a n t* s  a s s e r t i o n  i s  t h a t  t h e r e  #:•■:.:U?t £s a  n e c e s s a ry
c o n n e c tio n  h o tv e e n  th e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  t h e  n in d  an d  t h e  f a c u l t i e s
o f  icaov/lodgo. The u n d e rs ta n d in g  s u p p l i e s  p r i n c i p l e s  o n ly
f o r  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  JoiowlecLge, t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent o n ly
f o r  t h e  f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s u r e ,  and  p a in ,  and  R eason  o n ly  f o r
' yt—?s h 4 ^ .
th e  f a c u l t y  o f  d e s i r e ,  \Xhy K ant R e lie v e s  t h a t  i t  i s  th e
f\
u n d e rs ta n d in g  w h ich  s u p p l ie s  a  a x -io ri p r i n c H e r :  f o r  th e  
f a c u l t y  o f  know ledge fat ee^-y - io  He h as shown i n  th e
C r i t i que o f  p u re  R eason t h a t  t h e  o n ly  o b j e c t iv e  a  p r io r i  
p r i n c i p l e s  w hich o u r f a c u l t y  o f  know ledge c a n  em ploy a r e  
th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g ;  R eason  and i t s  c o n c e p ts
O K
( I d e a s )  c a n n o t g iv e  ur any o h ja c t iv e  ju iov jledge, Judgm ent e o  
f a r  a s  t h e o r e t i c a l  know ledge i s  concerned^ i s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  
m ere su b su m p tio n  -gi v e n  to  i t  i t  does
n o t  p o s s e s s  any a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  o f  i t s  own.
I  s h a l l  now -t r y- t o  e x p la in  why R ant 'b e lie v e s  t h a t  t h e r e
is
- e x is ts  a  n e c e s s a ry  c o n n e c tio n  betw een  R eason  and th e  f a c u l t y
tv nae-c y-io
o f  d e s i r e ,  V'e t h a t  i n  S e c t io n  1 o f  t h e  I n t r o d u c t io n
Ui.
K ent d i s t in g u i s h e d  b o tu e o n  two d i f f e r e n t  k in d s  o f  p r o p o s i t i o n s ,
v i z . ; t e c h n ic a l  and p r a c t i c a l  p r o p o s i t io n s .  v/e w ere  t o l d  t h a t
I t  i s  o n ly  t h e  l a t t e r  w hich  a r e  b a sed  upon a  -p r io r i  p r i n c i p l e s  
Gt-v-'oC
which may be c a l l e d  p r a c t i c a l .  The p r i n c i p l e s  on  w hich  th e  
fo rm er a r e  b a se d  a r e  t h e o r e t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s .  I t  i s  im p o r ta n t
/  y
/ Z
to  n o to  h e r e  t h a t  w hat K ant b e l i e v e s  i s  n o t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  
no d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw een  know ing a  t h e o r e t i c a l  r u l e  an d  a c t i n g  
i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w ith  i t .  V&at h e  means i s  t h a t  t h e  d i s t i n c ­
t i o n  betw een  t h e  two i s  a  m ere ly  e m p i r ic a l  d i f f e r e n c e .  Of 
c o u r s e ,  we know by e x p e r ie n c e  t h a t  know ing a  g e o m e tr ic a l  . 
r u l e  and  c a r r y ! n g  i t  o u t a r e  two d i f f e r e n t  t h i n g s .  And y e t  
t h e r e  in  no d i f f e r e n c e  r e g a r d in g  th e  a  - p r io r i  p r i n c i p l e .
!.?he p r i n c i p l e  v M d i  t h e  a c t u a l  c o n s t r u c t io n  fo l lo w s  i s  th e  
t h e o r e t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e .  We h av e  f u l l  t h e o r e t i c a l  know lodge
o f th e  r u l e  o f  th e  c o n s t r u c t io n  and  i n  a c t u a l l y  c u r r y in g  i t  
ajj iv-e Ac ' ’-ft Ac, a ia ii fa
c u t v;o a p p ly  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  r u l e  •
n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s .  2 h e  r u l o ^ f o r  in s t a n c e  t h a t  vie ough t t o
t h a t  b e lo n g s  t o  t h e  w o rld  o f  n a tu r e .  I f  v;e had  p e r f e c t  
t h e o r e t i c a l  know ledge o f  t h e  way in. w hich i t  c o u ld  b e  b ro u g h t 
about^w e sh o u ld  a c t  a c c o rd in g ly  and o u r a c t io n s  w ould b e  
e n t i r e l y  d e te rm in e d  by t h i s  know ledge. An a c t io n  w hich 
c o n ta in s  an  a  p r io r i ,  - p r a c t ic a l  p r i n c i p l e  m ust b e  o f  an  e n t i r e l y  
d i f f e r e n t  k in d .  Wot o n ly  m ust i t  be  in d e p e n d e n t o f  our 
t h e o r e t i c a l  know ledge o f  an  o b j e c t .  I t  m ust oven b e  im p o s-
I t  i s  o n ly  m o ra l a c t io n s  w hich  f u l f i l  t h i s  c o n d i t io n .
F o r t h e i r  o b je c t  ( th e  good) i s  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  o b je c t  o f  w hich 
we have  no t h e o r e t i c a l  know ledge. i n  d e s i r in g  t o  r e a l i s e  th e
. j vie
have a l s o  l e a r n t  t h a t  i u  K kni*s v iew  i t  does n o t  mako any 
d i f f e r  one c w h e th e r  we a r e  co n co m ed  w i th  s c i e n t i f i c  r u l e s  o r  
ru le r ; o f  c o n d u c t, i n  so  f a r  a s th e  l a t t e r  ;-xe c o n eo rn o d  w ith
o u t o u r own h a p p in e s s  d o o ^ ic t  f o l lo w  a n  in d e p e n d e n t 
p r a c t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e .  F o r  h a p p in e s s  i s  a n  o b je c t
Sood^ a rd ^ o b e y in g  th e  m ora l law  w hich commands us t o  r e a l i s e
i t  V;o f e l l o w  a  p r i n c i p l e  f i in d a m e n tu lly  c U ffo re ss t from  t h e  
J
p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  tm der s t a n d in g .  I t  i s  a n  in d e p e n d e n t
p r i n c i p l e  o f  p r a c t i c a l  R eason ,
na ror.ombttr—bhfrb %he p ro b lem  w i th  v.’h i c h  v/o a r e  h e r e  
c o n ce rn e d  i s :  V/hy docs ICant b e l i e v e  t h a t  R eason s u p p l i e s
p r i n c i p l e s  f o r  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  d e s i r e ?  I n  o rd e r  t o  u n d e r ­
s ta n d  th is . o have  f i r s t  t o  s t a t e  t h a t  r a n t  i s  n o t  t h in k in g  
o f  d e s i r e  i n  t h e  o rd in a ry  s e n s e  o f  t h e  v;cr/id« I t  i s  not 
t h e  d e s i r e s  f o r  n a t u r a l  o b je c ts  o f  w hich  we seelc t o  g a in  
p o s s e s s io n  i n  o rd e r  to  e n jo y  them  v/h ich  a r e  d e te rm in e d  by 
R eason  and  i ts :  g. p r i o r i  p r a c t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e . i t  i s  a  
s p e c i a l  k in d  o f  d e s i r e ,  v i a , , t h e  d e s i r e  t o  r e a l i s e  t h e  good 
w hich  a s  we h a r e  just- soon  i s  a n  o b je c t  fu n d a m e n ta l ly  d i f f e r ­
e n t from  a l l  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s .  I n  f a c t ,  i t  i s  a n  o b je c t  o f 
w hich we s h o u ld  h a r e  no know ledge w h a te v e r , u n le s s  o u r R eason  
r e v e a le d  i t  to  u s .  R eason  makes us d e s i r e  t h i s  o b j e c t .  Hence 
i t  may b e  s a i d  t h a t  t h e  o n ly  doc5.ro w hich i s  d e te rm in e d  by 
on  in d ep e n d en t a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  i s  th e  d e s i r e  t o  b r in g  about 
t h e  good^and s ln e o  I t  i s  R eason w hich makes us c o n sc io u s  of th e  
m o ra l law  and th o  o b je c t  o f  m oral a c t io n  ( t h e  good) of w hich 
th o  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and i t s  t h e o r e t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s  can  te a c h  
us n o th in g  i t  n ay  b e  s a id  t h a t  i t  i s  R eason  a lo n e  v h ie h  
s u p p l ie s  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  das i r e  w ith  a  s p e c i a l  a  p r i o r i  4 $ 3*fto-  
-td*5tr3r)“ p r i n e i p l o .
As r e g a rd s  t h e  t h i r d  f a c u l t y  o f  th e  mind w hich  i s  empir­
i c a l l y  g iv e n  { th e  f e e l i n g  o f p lea su re} ^  t h e  p rob lem  t h a t  f ace s  
u s i s  s im i l a r  t o  t h e  one -wHth w hich we have  j u s t  oongre r n ed 
cutt»o e lv a g -t T h ere  i s  r eg a in  g iven  i n  e x p e r ie n c e  a  s p e c i f i c  
f a c u l t y  of t h e  mind^and what we have t o  f i n d  o u t i s  v?hether 
t h i s  f a c u l t y  i s  capable  of being determined by a n  independent
a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e .  T h a t t h e  f a c u l t y  i n  q u e s t io n ,  v i z ^  th e
f a c u l t y  o f  f e e l i n g  p le a s u r e  a n d  p a i n ,  i s  e m p ir ic  a l l y  d i f f o r -
—•£"-) i .
e n t  from  th e  two 'o t h e r '  f a c u l t i e s  i s  m a n ife s t*  I rsy c h o l o g i e a l
o b s e r v a t io n  shov/s t h a t  ta lc in g  p l e a s u r e  '.21 a n  o b je c t  i s  d f . f f e r -
it
e n t  fro m  know ing o r  d e s i r i n g  i t .  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h i lo s o p h y  
how ever i s  n o t c o n ce rn e d  v ;ith  t i l l  r  e m p ir ic a l  d i f f o r e n c e s .
I t  i s  i n  s e a rc h  o f  a  p r i o r i  , - r i n c i r l c s .__ , I t  a •-p ea rs  t h a t
when a n  o b je c t  r e d u c e s  . . l e i s u r e  i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  
b e tw een  them  i s  d o to r id n e d  by o rd in a ry  c a u s a l  la w s . I t  may 
t-e d i f f i c u l t  -ev en  to  deteri-J .no  t h e i r  p r e c i s e  vo.lu-e. b u t  i t  i s
ob v io u s t h a t  th e y  do n o t  r e s t  upon a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s ^  j  we 
a  ay  presum e t h a t  i f  p l e a s u r e  i s  c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  d e te rm in e d  
by s p e c i f i c  a  ^ r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s ,  i . e . , p r i n c i p l e s  w hich  a r e  
e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  fro m  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d ­
in g  ( t h e o r e t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s )  and  th o  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  h e a so n  
( p r a c t i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s  ^  t h i s  w i l l  bo a  v e r y  .s p e c ia l  2d.ua of 
p le a s u r e  -  a  f e e l i n g  w hich i s  j u s t  a s  d i f f e r e n t  from  w hat i s  
o r d i n a r i l y  c a l l e d  p le a s u r e  a s  p r a c t i c a l  d e s i r e  i s  d i f f e r e n t  
fro m  w hat i s  o r d i n a r i l y  c a l l e d  d e s i r e .
E m  i t  h as  b een  e x p la in e d  i n  th e  p re c e d in g  s e c t io n s  o f  
t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  t h a t  t h e r e  a c t u a l l y  e x i s t s  a  s p e c i f i c  k in d  
o f  p l e a s u r e ,  n am ely , t h e  p le a s u r e  w hich  a r i s e s  i n  th o  s u b je c t  
when i t  f i n d s  i t s e l f  c o n fro n te d  w i th  u r u lo  th e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  
w h ich  i t  ca-mow u n d e rs ta n d  ■ owin g  - b t ha t  i t  i n  no 
way f o i l 07/8 from  th e  r u l e s  o f  u n d e rs ta n d in g .  V/o h av e  l e a r n t
t*-C*l\,
t h a t  e v e ry  a c t  o f  r e f l e c t i o n  i s  accom panied  by a  f e e l i n g  o f
t\
p l e a s u r e .  vfe h av e  seen, t h a t  s in c e  o u r u n d e rs ta n d in g  and  our 
Season a r e  co n ce rn ed  w ith  n o th in g  b u t  s t r i c t l y  u n iv e r s a l  r u l e s  
th e y  a r e  n o t  co n ce rn ed  w i th  th e  s p h e re  o f  m ere p a r t i c u ­
la rs ) , and  s in c e  th e  sp h e re  o f  p a r t i c u l a r s  i s  n o t  d e te rm in e d  b y
"fa y
t h e i r  p r i n c i p l e s ,  t h e  know ing s u b je c t  h a s  howev e r  a  s u b j e c t i v e  
p r i n c i p l e  o r 1021x 0221011 1111x0 .0. mr..i>.efc. i t  <,isoumc m .. u u_io i;£ .rt x — 
o u lu r s  th em so lv o s  a r e  n o t  a  d i s o r d e r l y  a g g re g a te  b u t  a  sy s te m  . 
I n  a p p ly in g  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  t h e  s u b je c t  m ust n e c e s s a r i l y  f e e l
\fe
p le a s u r e  when i t  f i n d s  - t h i s  a s su m p tio n  c o n firra e d  by th e  f a c t s  
(£ca  a b o v e , }. .7e h a v e  a ls o  s e e n  t h a t  a l th o u g h  a l l  o u r
reflective jurU.rents ore bound up w ith  a  f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s u r e ,  
t h i s  hollo to an even greater e x te n t  for- o u r a e s t h e t i c  ju d g ­
m ents . vlie reason is that a e s t h e t i c  Judgm ents a r e  m e re ly  
s u b je c t iv e  ju d g m e n ts . I n  m alting them  no do n o t  ju d g e  a b o u t 
p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  o b je c t  b u t  a b o u t o u r owh f e e l i n g s .  I t  I s  
t r u e  t h a t  t e l e o l o g i e s !  judgm en ts a r e  a l s o  m ere ly  r e f l e c t i v e .
And y e t  th e y  a r c  co n ce rn e d  w i th  know ledge o f  t h e  o b je c ts  t o  
w h ich  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r a i l c c t i o n  i s  a p p l i e d .  They a r e  c o g ­
n i t i v e  judgm ents o f  a  s p e c i a l  k in d ,  v i s ,, r e f l e c t i v e  c o g n i t iv e  
ju d g m e n ts , A e s th e t i c  judgm ents on th e  ouhe-r h an d  a r e  f u n d a -  
n e n t . l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from  a l l  c o g n i t iv e  judgm en ts w h e th e r  d e ­
te rm in a n t  o r  r e f l e c t i v e .  They. -urtr• . i n  h a s
b e e n  in d ic a te d  a l r e a d y  and  w i l l  be  mads c l e a r e r  i n  , t h e ’C r i t i q u e
o f  a e s t h e t i c  Judgm ent77 th e  p le a s u r e  "about w h ic h /o u r  a e s t h e t i c
•> A
judgm ents ijudgo i s  o f  a  v e ry  s p e c i a l  k in d . I t  i s  a  p le a s u r e
a r i s i n g  from  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  su b je c t^  i n  r e p r e s e n t in g  an
o b je c t  t o  i t s e l f ^  becomes c o n sc io u s  o f  a  harm onious r o l a t i o n
o f i t s  f a c u l t i e s  o f  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n .
Tho f a c u l t i e s  in v o lv e d  i n  t h i s  p ro c e s s  a r e  th e  im a g in a t io n
th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g ; and  th e  f a c u l t y  w h ich  r e l a t e s  them  to  each
o t.h e r^  t h e  f a c u l ty  o f  Judgm ent.
The " C r i t iq u e  o f  a e s t h e t i c  Judgm ent" w i l l  th ro w  l i g h t
upon a l l  t h i s .  B ut even a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  s ta g e  i t  i s  p o s s ib l e
t o  g ra s p  K a n t 's  g e n e r a l  i d e a .  .Vo romagber -tlxub J n  S ec tio n  Z
* * 6
o f  t h e  I n t r o d u c t io n  K ant h a s  t o l d  urs t h a t  t h e  r e a s o n  why
r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm ent i n  malcing a j y a e s t h e t i c  Ju d g m e n t/ does
n o t  become c o n sc io u s  o f  i t s  o ®  p r i n c i p l e  ( o f  t h e  r u l e  w h ich
i t  a p p l i e s  and why th e  Judgm ent c a n n o t m a n if e s t  i t s e l f
i n  any o th e r  wgy th a n  i n  a s u b j e c t iv e  f e e l i n g  ( t h e  p le a s u r e  
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w h ich  i s  f e l t )  -e-e* t h a t  t h e  r u l e  i t s e l f  i s  s u b j e c t  v e .  I t
)
fo l lo w s  t h a t  i n  o rd e r  to  d e c id e  w h e th e r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e  
does o r  does n o t  conform  t o  th e  r u l e  w e  c a n  do no more t h a n
<»u%4r
r e f e r  t o  t h a t  w h ich  i s  a ls o  m ere ly  - o b je c t iv e ,  v i s t h e  p l e a ­
s u re  w hich i s  f e l t ,
I  t h in k  i t  h a s  now become c l e a r  w hat K&nt*s r e a s o n s  a r e
I S
f o r  b e l i e v in g  t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t s  a  n e c e s s a r y  c o n n ex io n  be tw een  
th e  f e e l i n g  o f p le a s u r e  on th e  one h and  and  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  
Jud^nen t^  a n d ^ i t  s  d e s t h e t i c  p r i a c i p l o j iln -ne-y t i eeJ. -3% on th e  
o t h e r .  J ~ The p le a s u r e  i n  th e  b e a u t i f u l  i s  fu n d a m e n ta l ly  d i f f e r ­
e n t  from  w hat i s  o r d i n a r i l y  c a l l e d  p l e a s u r e  ( p l e a s u r e  i n  th e  
p l e a s a n t ) , K ant w i l l  make t h i s  r o i n t  n u i t e  c l e a r  i n  t h e  
~*Cr i t  i  n ue*^ i t s  e l f . F o r  th e  r r o s  e n t I t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  s t a t e  
t h a t  h e  b e l ie v e s  t h a t  i n  ta k in g  p le a s u r e  i n  a n  o b je c t  w hich  we 
f i n d  p le a s a n t  we a r e  a lw ays i n t e r e s t e d  i n  m ore th a n  o u r own 
f e e l i n g s .  Me a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  th o  o b je c t  and  i t s  e x i s t e n c e .  
We s e e k  to  b r in g  i t  i n to  o u r p o s s e s s io n  i n  o rd e r  t o  en jo y  
p l e a s a n t  f e e l i n g s . Our p le a s u r e  i n  th e  b e a u t i f u l  on th e
"fyjL
o th e r  hand  i s  o f  an  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  k in d .  I t  i s  -e- p l e a ­
s u re  o f  c o n te m p la tio n . We a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  n o th in g  b u t  o u r 
own s t a t e  o f mind and o u r enjoym ent o f  th e  o b je c t  i s  due to  
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t s  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  g iv e s  ue p l e a s u r e .
Vie may now c o n c e rn  o u rs e lv e s  w i th  K an t1 s t h i r d  l i s t .  I t  
adds t o  t h e  f a c u l t i e s  o f th e  mind^ and  th e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  know­
le d g e  th o  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p le s  w hich b e lo n g  to  them . T hose
r~ro s a id  t o  "bo ( a )  c o n fo rm ity  t o  1  aw ( G ooo tgns.osn ig ik e l t ) ,
(b )  p u rp o s iv c n o s s ,  ( c )  p u rp e s iv o n o sc  w h ich  is.; a t  t h e  u m o  
t im e  lav; ( Zv;oc]cmao:>uiG2cei-;;, e t a  1 s t ; .
2. I
x 'ha t JCant d e f in e s  h e ro  t h e  fu n d a m e n ta l p r i n c i p l e  o f 
t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  «s t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  c o n fo rm ity  t o  l-.v/ ii .rd ly  
r e q u i r e s  &n expXun£..tioia. h e  h a s  fcho-.ni i n  t h e  ^ C r i t l - g o  o f  
P u re  R o a o o ir  th a a  o u r u n d o r s t  a n l i i io  v ro d u o o s c e r t a in ,  a  p r i o r i
u n iv e rs e ?  Ic .r s  t o  • M c L  (Qroi-j o b je c t  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  h a s  t o
conform  i n  order tc become uii object. rlhe fimdunantal
p r i n c i p l e  o f  the vndsrstiuiding nay therefore right ifey ho c a l l e d
C W ;  ^
th o  p r i n c i p l e  o f  c o n fo rm ity  t o  la w i I t  i s  h a rd e r  t o  s e e  v/hy 
JEaab feopc c a l l s  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  p r a c t i c a l  R eason " p u r p o s iv e -  
3-.U5SS w h ich  is a t  t h e  same tim e  la.v<vcJ I  s h a l l  t r y  t o  e x p la in  
t h i s . fh o  c o n c e p t o f  p u rp o se  i s  a c c o rd in g  t o  K ant ( a s  has, 
o f t e n  b een  s a i d  b e fo r e )  a  c o n c e p t o f  R eason  ( a n  I d e a ) ,  'th e  
fu n d a iu o n ta l d i f f e r e n c e  b o ta o e n  c o n c e p ts  o f  th o  u n d e rs ta n d in g  
& Id e a s  i s  t h a t  w hereas t h e  fo rm er m ale th o  p a r t i c u l a r s  
s u b je c t  to  c e r t a i n  u n iv e r s a l  r u l e s  w ith o u t d e te rm in in g  th o  
p. r t i e u l a r s  a s  su c h  th e  l a t t e r  a r c  th o u g h t t o  do t h i s .  Our 
u n d e rs ta n d in g  p ro d u ces  u n i v e r s a l  r u l e s  t c  vh itfh  a l l  t h e  
p a r t i c u l a r s  c o n ta in e d  i n  t h e  w o rld  o f  s e n s e  have  t o  co n fo rm .
B ut i t  does n o t oven aim  a t  d e te rm in in g  th e  s p h e re  o f  p a r t i c u ­
l a r s  a s  o u ch . I t  lo a v e s  t h e  su b su m p tio n  o f  th e  p a r t i c u l a r s  
u n d e r t h e  u n iv e r s a le  to  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgiaat t .  R eason  on 
th e  o th e r  hand  demands f o r  m ore. I t  demands t h a t  e v e ry  
p a r t i c u l a r  w hich f a l l s  under i t s  cone o p ts  ( I d e a s )  s h o u ld  he 
f u l l y  d e te rm in e d  by them , t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r s  s h o u ld  o w g  
t h e i r  v o ry  ex a t  once .o u n iv e r s a l  c o n c e p ts .  ,le h a v e . co n ce rn e d
('-r-cf/K f va t vOc d
ourc-gi-ffoo w i th  t h i s  d o c t r in e  b e fo r e  (See  a b o v e , ) .
T/o’ h a v e -a le r r  soon  t h a t  K ant h o ld s  t h a t  t h e  c la im  made by
U Z $ .
R eason  c a n n o t h e  J u s t i f i e d  so  f o r  se  t h e o r e t i o n l  know ledge
i s  c o n c e rn e d  and why ho  h o ld s  t h i s .  Id e a s  do n o t  g iv e  us 
} dCl/WO* . .
know ledge . ’•"© c a n n o t d o o ir *  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r s  c o n ta in e d  i n  o u r
w o rld  fro m  u n iv e r s a l  c o n c e p ts .
I n  h i s  e t h i c a l  w r i t in g s  {th e  -"C r i t i q u e  o f  l - r a c t l c a l
Reason* a n d  t h e  ^ Oroundv'C . r l f ^ , K ant h a s  shown t h a t  t h e  c a s e
i s  d i f f e r e n t  i n  t h e  s p h e r e  o f -f . r a o t i f a l  a c t io n s ; .  We can
d e te rm in e  o u r own a c t io n s  by means o f  u n iv e r s a l  I d e a s .  A
So
m ora l a c t i o n  i c  a c tu a l ly ^ d e te r m in e d .  I n  so  f a r  a s  t h e  a g e n t 
d e te rm in e s  h im s e lf  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i th  t h e  m o ra l la w , i n  so  
f a r  a s  t h e  o n ly  end h e  p u rsu e s  i s  t o  obey t h i s  law  and  to  
r e a l i s e  t h e  o b je c t  w h ich  i s  g iv e n  t o  h im  hy th e  m o ra l lav/
( t h e  g o o d ) ,  h i s  - a r t i c u l a r  a c t i o n s  (a l th o u g h  th e y  t a k e  p la c e  
i n  t h e  w o r l d  o f  s e n s e )  a r e  w holly  d e t e r m i n e d  hy I d e a s  o f  
l e a s o n .
'73 h a v e  now t o  rem em ber t h a t  t h e  q u e s t io n  w i th  w h ich  we
a r e  a t  p r e s e n t  c o n c e rn e d  i s  t o  f i n d  o u t why K ant c a l l s  th e  
p r i n c i p l e  o f  p r a c t i c a l  R eason th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  p u rp o s iv e n e s s
cOdviA.
w h il-e - i -t i s  a t  t h e  same t im e  la w . V'e have  o f t e n  s t a t e d  t h a t  
a c c o rd in g  t o  K ant p u rp o se  i s  an  Id e a  o f  R eason . When we say  
o f  a  th in g  t h a t  i t  i s  a purpose^ we mean by t h i s  t h a t  ev e ry  
p a r t i c u l a r  c o n ta in e d  in  i t  i s  dep en d en t on th e  u n i v e r s a l  I d e a .  
How ex ro g e rflo r; c pe e l  air -k in d -o f  -n&;->ely m o ra l p u r -
6} «■ A >> ei (
r o n e s  o r  r a t h e r  ends  (ZweckeYj*# h a v e  t o
 -A
f ro m  ends  o f  n a t u r e  (H aturssw ecke) . K e n t ' s  th e o ry  r e g a rd in g  
m o re l  ends  3s t l i a t  t h e y  do n o t  e x i s t  by th e m s e lv e s . They a re  
i n  f a c t  i m p l i c i t  3.n t h e  m oral a c t i o n .  A. m ora l a c t i o n  v/hich 
d e te rm in e s  i t s e l f  a c c o rd in g  t o  t h e  m ora l law  h a s  no f u r t h e r
-T" cl '.£ i.
end w hich i t  p u r s u e s . ' -What- 1b th e  d i  a t i n e td o n  / g o o-ggd-iMg
CUr cc jV -tv .-y  fii
-t-o-taMTfe, ■ betw een  n a t u r a l  ends and. m ora l ends may b e  s e e n  from
• ed
d i s  t  ln g n is h A thorn
J
Vth o  f o l l o w i n g  "1‘e le o lo g y  c o n s id e r s  r a t  n r  e a s  a  kingdom  
o f  e n d s . jjJthiee r e g a r d s  c/f  p o s s ib l e  kingdom  of end.a a s  
a  kingdom  o f  n a tu r e .  I n  th o  f i r s t  cs.se  th e  kingdom  i s  
,C^ ad o p ted  to  e x p la in  w hat a c t u a l l y  i s .  I n  th o  l a t t e r  i t  i s
a  p r a c t i c a l  Id e a ^ a d o p te d  t o  b r in g  a b o u t t h a t  w h ich  i s  n o t 
y e t ,  h u t  w h ich  can  h e  r e a l i s e d  by o u r c o n d u c t ,  n am ely , i f  i t  
con fo rm s to  ..h is l d o a . ' ! (k-roundw ork, 67jQ
I  c a n n o t t r y  h e re  t o  e x p la in  t h i s  v e ry  d i f f i c u l t  p a s s a g e  
r e a l l y  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y .  3?o r  t h i s  w ould  in v o lv e  us i n  a d i s ­
c u s s io n  o f q u e s t io n s  r e g a r d in g  K a n t’ s  m o ra l p h i lo s o p h y  w hich 
c an n o t a d e q u a te ly  b e  d e a l t  w ith  i n  a  book  on th o  -’’C r i t i q u e  
o f  Judgmont;*-. F o r  o u r p r e s e n t  p u rp o se  i t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  
t o  s t a t e  t h a t  t h e  o n ly  k in d  o f  p u rp o se s  ( e n d s )  o f  w h ich  human 
R eason h as know ledge and w hich i t  c a n  r e a l i s e  a r e  m o ra l p u r ­
p o se s  ( e n d s ) .  I t  i s  only i n  th o  p r a c t i c a l  g 'h e re  t h a t  human 
R eason  c a n  b o th  g iv e  t h e  law  and r e a l i s e  e n d s , t h a t  i t  ifan 
employ a p r i n c i p l e  o f p u rp o s iv e n e s s  w hich  i s  a t  t h e  same tim e  
la w . bo  fo r-ttO ' l lh e  law s o f  th e  u n d e rs te n d in g  c a n  g iv e  law  t o  
w hich ev ery  o b je c t  o f  n a tu r e  h a s  t o  co n fo rm . But th o  u n d e r-
!){■ C £ \ M. v S f  C l-9 ^.
s ta n d in g  c a n  o n ly  t e a c h  us w hat n a tu r e  i s .  1'ha yrtjt.eoticm - as t o 
w hat i t s  o b je c ts  a r e  good f o r ,  what p u rp o se s  (e n d s )  th e y  s e r v e ,  
franao t oven be ,?.gk-od’-by th o  under s t a n d i aag . Reas on’ s c o n e e p t 
o f  a  p u rp o se  (en d ) on th e  o th e r  hand i s  p. t r a n s c e n d e n t  co n ­
c e p t  which, does n o t g iv e  us IncwlecLgo. v.vhen he w ro te  th e  
•"'C r i t iq u e  o f l u r e  R easorsT Kant b o l io v e d  t h a t  f o r  t h e o r e t i c a l  
know ledge th e  human mind c o u ld  n o t make any  u se  o f th e  p r i n ­
c ip l e  o f a  p u rp o se  (e n d ) ,  p u rp o se  was f o r  him  a  mere I d e a .
I n  t h e - “C r i t i q u e  o f Judgm ent-*-ho changes t h i s  v iew  i n  so  f a r  
£s h e  a d m its  now t h a t  th o  p r i n c i p l e  o f  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  o f  n a tu r e  
can  be em ployed by us f o r  a n  e n q u iry  i n to  n a tu r e  b u t o n ly
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a s  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f r e f l e x i o n .  I t —ie  i t s  s u c h ^ fu n d a ra o n ta lly  
d i f f e r e n t  from  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  p r a c t i c a l  R eason^ ^ o r  we 
c a n n o t d e te rm in e  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  by means o f  i t .  We c a n n o t 
g iv e  law  t o  n a t u r e .  I t  i s  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  
which, i s  -^e?rt a t  th e  sa n e  t im e  lav /, I t —i e  a-m er e ly  ob jtnr=
(X l.'-M. C- ' 3  f f n  & i\ .
tiv-e-'-jMi'rposiven-eee'. i t  i s  -sl s e -  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  fro m
th o  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th o  u n d e rs ta n d in g  w h ich  a s  h a s  b e e n  s a i d
/v-e. i J
-is- c o n ce rn e d  w ith  n a tu re *  c o n fo rm ity  to  law  b a t  n o t w i th  
p u rp o se s  w hich  n a tu r e  may r e a l i s e .  I t  may t h e r e f o r e  r i g h t l y  
be  s a id  t h a t  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  a p p l i e s  t h e  r i n c i p l e  o f  co n ­
fo rm ity  t o  lav /, Judgm ent t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  p u rp o s iv e n o ss
and  R eason th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  w h ich  i s  a t  th e
same tim e  la w .
I t  w i l l  b e  n o te d  t h a t  I  have  n o t  e x p la in e d  h e re  why 
K ant b e l i e v e s  t h a t  th e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  em ployed by th o  
f a c u l t y  o f Judgm ent i s  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f p u r p o s iv e n e s s . I  
h a v e  th o u g h t su c h  a n  e x p la n a t io n  u n n e c e ssa ry  i n  v iew  o f  t h e
'tvvktfe
f a c t  t h a t  Kant h a s  t o l d  us t h i s  .onee and  a g a in  th ro u g h o u t th e
I n t r o d u c t io n .  But th o r e  i s  one p o in t  r e g a rd in g  th e  s e c t i o n
w ith  w hich  we a r e  h e re  c o n c e rn e d , t o  w hich  I  sh o u ld  l i k e  t o
\ C^~
draw a t t e n t i o n ^ . ;  I n  e-ee-ti-en K ant i s  c o n ce rn e d  w ith  a
s p e c i a l  k in d  o f  s u b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv e n e s ^ w h ic h  u n d e r l i e s  o u r 
a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n ts . U nfortunately ." we know so  f a r  v e ry
Kant w i l l  e x p la in  i n  th e  body o f  t h e  ^ C r i t -  
i n u c ^ t h a t  t h e  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  i n  q u e s t io n  i s  " a  p u rp o s iv e n e s s
w ith o u t a. p u rp o se '1.  I n  ju d g in g  a  w ork o f  a r t  o r  a  n a t u r a l
hc'.r'jf &t. 'of~~
o b je c t  t o  bo b e a u t i f u l  we r e g a rd  e v e ry  p a r t i c u l a r  i n  i t  a s  
dependen t on th e  w h o le , ev e ry  p a r t i c u l a r  a s  dep en d en t on  th e  
u n iv e r s a l  Id e a  o f  th e  whole, and  i n  so  f a r  e e - t h e  o b je c t  may
CX
be re g a rd e d  a s  p u rp o s iv e  and harm onious w h o le . And y e t  we
J
do s o  w ith o u t  m aking u se  o f  a  d e f i n i t o  c o n c e p t .  I n  ju d g in g  
t h e  o b je c t  t o  h e  su c h  a h a rm on ious whole^ we do n o t  -^es-ir-e 
i t  from  any d e f i n i t e  p u rp o se  w hich  w ould  e x p la in  th o  r e l a t i o n  
b e tw een  p a r t s  and  th e  w h o le . We become aw are o f  t h e i r  h a r ­
m onious r e l a t i o n  by f e e l i n g  i i^ a n d  we a r e  in c a p a b le  o f  e x p la in  
lo g  to  o u r s e lv e s  why i t  e x i s t s .  h e  h a re  no know ledge o f  th o  
g round  o f  i t s  e x i s te n c e .  The p r i n c i p l e  em ployed by a n  a e s ­
t h e t i c  judgm ent i s  th e  r i n c i p l e  o f  p u rp o s i r e n e a s  w ith o u t  
a  p u rpose , [ f o e  b e lo w , J/D
T h a t K ant i s  th in k in g  h e re  o f  a e s t h e t i c  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  
a lo n e  may b e  se e n  from  th o  f a c t  t h a t  i n  t h e  l a s t  l i s t  w h ich  he  
p r e s e n ts  a r t  a p p e a rs  a s  t h e  p ro d u c t o f  Judgm ent a lo n g  w ith
n a tu r e  a s  t h e  p ro d u c t o f t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and  .m o ra lity , as
t^ rre^ yb<>--Ke--vv,'y‘ /o s»
th e  p ro d u c t o f  R eason and t h o l e  o r r oopoa dA-s g  p r in c ip le ^ C "  The 
te rm  ”p ro d u c t"  w hich  R an t u se s  h e re  i s  somewhat m is le a d in g . 
Above a l l  i t  nay seem  s t r a n g e  t h a t  K ant c a l l s  n a tu r e  a  p ro d u c t 
o f  t h e  u n d e ro t ' n d in g  and  i t s  p r i n c i p l e  o f c o n fo rm ity  t o  law 
(Ges e tzm ass i g k e i t ) . But it, i s  n o t  r e  a l l y  d i f f i c u l t  t o  s e e  
w hat h e  means by t h i s .  I t  i s  n o t  n a tu r e  a s  su c h  w hich i s  a  
p ro d u c t o f th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and i t s  law s b u t  n a tu r e  i n  so  f a r  
a s  i t  i s  d e te rm in e d  by u n iv e r s a l  l a w s . K ant c a n  and  i n  f a c t  
m ust h o ld  su c h  a  v ie w . F o r  t h e  u n iv e r s a l  law s o f n a tu r e  a r e  
a c c o rd in g  to  h i s  p h ilo so p h y  p ro d u ced  by t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g . They 
do n o t  b e lo n g  to  n a tu r e  i t s e l f  b u t a r e  in tro d u c e d  i n t o  i t  by 
th e  know ing m ind.
Tho f o l lo w in g  p a s sa g e  w i l l  now be r e a d i l y  u n d e rs to o d .
"Thus n a tu r e  fo u n d s  i t s  c o n fo rm ity  t o  law  (G e s e tz x a a e s s ig k e i t) 
upon a  -p r io r i  p r i n c i p l e s  o f t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g .  A r t conform s 
i n  r e g a rd  to  i t s  a  p r i o r i  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  to  th e  f a c u l t y  of 
Judgm ent. F i n a l l y  m o ra l i ty  (a s  p ro d u c t o f  freedom ) p e r t a in s
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t o  th e  Id e a  o f  su c h  a p u rp o s iv e n e s s  a s  i s  q u a l i f i e d  t o  'become 
r, u n i v e r s a l  la w , a  law  w hich i s  th e  d e te rm in in g  p r i n c i p l e  o f  
R eason  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  d e s i r e .  The judgm en ts 
th u s  a r i s i n g  fro m  th e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s  w h ich  b e lo n g  p e c u l ­
i a r l y  t o  each  o f  t h e  fu n d a m e n ta l f a c u l t i e s  o f t h e  mind a r e  
t h e o r e t i c a l ,  a e s t h e t i c  and p r a c t i c a l  judgm ents. ” ( C .o f  J . 
ffO d 'i >•' ^  . )
K ant goes on t c  s t a t e  t h a t  t h e r e  h a s  now b e e n  d is c o v e re d  
a  sy stem  o f th e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  t h e  mind i n  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  t o  
n a tu r e  and fre e d o m . S ta tu re  and  freedom  have  d e te rm in a n t
p r i n c i p le s  and t h e r e f o r e  b e lo n g  t o  th e  d o c t r i n a l  sy s te m  o f  
j
p h i lo s o p h y , w h ich  c o n s i s t s  o f tw o p a r t s  ( t h e o r e t i c a l  and  p r a c ­
t i c a l  p h i lo s o p h y ) .  She f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent c o n n e c ts  th o  tw o
p a r t s  o f  p h ilo s o p h y  by means o f  i t s  s p e c i f i c  p r i n c i p l e . A 
tic*.
t r a n s i t i o n  f ro rn ^ s e n s ib le  s u b s tra tu m  w ith  w hich t h e o r e t i c a l  
p h ilo so p h y  i s  c o n ce rn ed  to  th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  s u b s tra tu m  w ith  
w hich p r a c t i c a l  p h ilo s o p h y  i s  c o n ce rn ed  i s  made p o s s ib l e  by 
th e  ♦ C r i t iq u e  o f Judgm ent1^ . f o r  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm en t, 
a l th o u g h  i t  c an n o t p ro d u ce  any o b je c t iv e  "knowledge and t h e r e ­
f o r e  c a n  c o n t r ib u te  n o th in g  to  t h e  d o c t r in e  o f p h ilo s o p h y , y ie ld s  
a s p e c i a l  k in d  o f judgm en t, v i a . , a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n ts , th e  
p r i n c i p le s  o f w hich a r e  m ere ly  s u b j e c t iv e .  E hese  judgm ents 
a r e  o f  su c h  a  s p e c i a l  k in d  t h  t  th e y  r e l a t e  s e n s i b l e  i n t u i t i o n s  
t o  a n  Id e a  o f  n a tu r e  whose c o n fo rm ity  to  law  c a n n o t b e  u n d e rs to o d  
u n le s s  i t  i s  r e f e r r e d  to  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  s u b s tr a tu m , y j .1  t h i s
j ,
i s  v e ry  o b sc u re  and R ant h im s e lf  s t a t e s  t h a t  h e  w i l l  p ro v e- i t  
i n  th e  C r i t iq u e  i t s e l f .  But I  t h in k  t h a t  even a  r e a d e r  who i s  
so f a r  a c q u a in te d / tv ith ^o n ly ) th e  I n t r o d u c t io n  t o  t h e  C r i t i q u e
| /'A.
ean | u n d e rs ta n d  K ant * s  g e n e r a l  id e a  and s e e  how Kan t  can  got  
^ r t h  t h o v i-ew t h a t  th e  " C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgment""' i s  a  m e d ia tin g
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l i n k  betw een  th e  -"C ritique o f  Pure Reason*” w h ic h  i s  c o n c e rn e d  
w i th  t h e  w orld o f  nature^ and  th e  " C ritiq u e  o f  p r a c t i c a l  R eason"^  
w h ich  i s  cone o r  ned  w i th  t h e  w o rld  o f  f re e d o m . l*Je have
l e a r n t  a l r e a d y  t h a t  th o  p r i n c i p l e  w h ich  i s  a p p l i e d  "by th o  
f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent i s  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e x i o n  and a l s o  
th a t  t h i s  r i n c i . / l o  n e c e s s a r i l y  r e l a t e s  t h e  w o rld  o f  s e n s e  t o  
a  s u p e r s e n s ih lo  w o rld  .>
c:-&cr,v f t c o r d i n g  t c  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e s  t h e  w o rld  o f  
s e n s e  i s  a  w o rld  d e te rm in e d  by th e  o b je c t iv e  r u l e s  o f  th e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g .  I t  h a s  h e e n  shown i n  th o  •" C r i t i q u e  o f P u re  
R eason"- t h a t  t h i s  w o rld  o r a  w o rld  o f  a p p e a ra n c e s  and  t h a t  t h e  
human m ind c a n  have  no t h o o r o t i c a l  know ledge o f  t h e  s u p e r s e n ­
s i b l e .  The " C r i t i q u e  of P r a c t i c a l  R eason "  h as p ro v e d  t h a t  
t h e r e  e x i s t s  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  w o rld  o f  free d o m . I t  h a s  b e e n  
shown t h a t  i n  t h e  f i e l d  o f  m o ra l a c t io n s  we can  d e te rm in e  
p a r t i c u l a r  a c t io n s  w hich t a k e  p la c e  i n  th e  w o rld  o f  s e n s e  by
t - r
means o f u n iv e r s a l  c o n c e p ts .  But wo do n o t  know why wad how 
t h i s  i s  }?o ss ib le . Tho w orld  o f  n a tu r e  and th e  w o rld  o f  j P r e e -  
dom a r e  two h e te ro g e n e o u s  s p h e r e s ,  -t-he c o n n e c tio n  o f -whie h  we do 
n o t u n d e rs ta n d  (5oo  ab o v e , We have  o b je c t iv e  p r i n ­
c ip l e s  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g , t h e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  w hich we c a n  
u n d e rs ta n d . T hese p r i n c i p l e s  p r e s e n t  u s ‘w i th  t h e  w o rld  o f  
n a tu r e .  we a l s o  have  o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  P r a c t i c a l  R eason 
w hich  make us c o n sc io u s  o f  th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  w o rld  o f  p r a c t i c a l  
free d o m . But we a re  e n t i r e l y  ig n o r a n t  as t o  w hat t h e  connex ­
io n  betw een  th e  two w o rld s  i s .  We can  a p p ly  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  
o f th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  f o r  th e  sak e  o f -h a v in g  t h e o r e t i c a l  know­
led g e  o f  th e  w o rld  o f n a tu re ^  and we o an  a p p ly  t h e  r r i n o ip l e e  
o f Reason i n  o rd e r  t o  d e te rm in e  o u r a c t io n s  a c c o rd in g  to  th e  
s u p e r s e n s ib le  p r i n c i p l e  of m oral freed o m .
73 ^ .
Jfowliha -"C ritique o f  Judgaea'tf'caalcoe- ms d isco v e rs  th e
(XA^di /& © /*  M>k l \ * v « i* A  « V lt« -JL ( W f
p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e x i o n ,  f a  a p p ly in g  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e - r e  
c o n c e iv e  th o  Id e a  o f  a  T eo h n in u e  o f  n a t u r e .  Tho I n t r o ­
d u c t io n  h a s  show n t h a t  we m ust make u se  o f  t h i s  r i n e i y l e .  
e m ust assum e t h a t  n a tu r e  b e s id e s  b e in g  d e te rm in e d  by th e
u n iv e rsa l laws of th e  understand ing  is  a lso  a sy s te m  i n  
accordance w ith  p a r t i c u la r  la w s .  I n  o r d e r  t o  e x p la in  t o  
ou rse lv es th o  p o s s ib i l i ty  of such a system  wo h av e  to  t r a n s ­
cend  th e  world of n a tu re . V/c have to  re g a rd  n a tu r e  a s  an  
i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g  t h a t  h a s  p ro d u ce d  t h i s  sy s te m  p u r p o s e ly ,  
a  b e in g  whidh d-e  p o s s e s s e d  o f  a n  u n d e rs ta n d in g  e s s e n t i a l l y #*
d i f f e r e n t  .fro m  our own. T h is  u n d e rs ta n d in g  fo rm s th e  w o rld  f 
o f  n a tu r e  a c c o rd in g  to  th e  id e a  o f  a  s y s te m . I t  a r r a n g e s  
e v e ry  p a r t i c u l a r  c o n ta in e d  i n  th e  w o rld  o f  n a tu r e  ( r e g a rd e d  
a s  a  mere o b je c t o f  e x p e r ie n c e )  a c c o rd in g  to  t h i s  I d e a ,  
w hatever t h e  "-n u rp o siv en ess"  i s  w hich  we a s c r i b e  t o  n a tu r e ,  
whether i t  i s  l o g i c a l ,  a e s th e t ic ^  o r  t e l e o l o g i o a l  p u ro os I r e ­
n e s^  i n  each c a se  we assume t h e  e x is te n c e  o f  su c h  a s u p e r ­
s e n s ib l e  c a u s a l i t y .
R e f le c t iv e  Judgm ent r e g a r d s  n a tu r e  a s  s u b je c t  t o  a 
s u p e r s e n s ib le  p r i n c i p l e .  A lth o u g h  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  i s  m ere ly  
s u b je c t iv e ^  i t  f i r s t  g iv e s  us th e  Id ea  o f  a  n a tu r e  w hich  i s  
d ep en d en t on law s d e r iv e d  from  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  s o u r c e .  This 
Ides, i s  r e a l i s e d  i n  th e  sp h e re  o f p r a c t i c a l  p h i lo s o p h y . For 
i t  c an  b e  shown t h a t  m ora l a c t io n s  o c c u r r in g  i n  t h e  w orld of 
s e n s e  a r e  a c t u a l l y  d e te rm in e d  by th o  s u p e r s e n s ib l e  c a u s a l i t y  
of freedom . Tho f a c u l t y  o f judgm ent may^be s a id  t o  make 
p o s s ib le  a  t r a n s i t i o n  from  th e  realm  o f  th e  concept o f n a tu re
to  t h a t  o f  th e  c o n ce p t o f  freed o m .
u
U n d e r s ta n d in g  by th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  i t s  S u p p ly in g  a  p t i o r i
[
*
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°rlaw s € h r  n a tu re  f u r n i s h e s  e p ro o f  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  n a tu re  
i s  c o g n ise d  by us n ly  a s  phenom enon, and  i n  so  doing p o in ts  
to  i t s  h a v in g  a s u p e r s e n s ib l e  s u b s t r a t e ;  h u t  t h i s  s u b s t r a te  
i t  leav es q u ite  u n d e te rm in e d  Judgm ent by th e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n ­
c i p l e  of i t s  e s tim a tio n  o f n a tu r e  a c c o rd in g  to  i t s  e s t im a t io n  
o f  n a t u r e  • cc o r  d in g  t o  i t s  o s s ib le  p a r t  1c solar laws p ro v id e s  
th e  s u p e rse n s ih le  s u b s t r a te  . . . . .  w i th  d e t e r m i n a h i l i t y  th ro u g h  
th e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  f a c u l ty .  B ut Season g iv e s  d e te r m in a t io n  to  
th e  same by i t s  p r a c t i c a l  law . 'th is  judgm ent males p o s s i b l e  
t h e  t r a n s i t io n  from  th e  realm  o f  t h e  c o n c e p t o f  n a tu re  t o  
t h a t  o f  th e  c o n c e p t o f  f r e e d o m .n ( C. o f  J . . 196 ; S econd  I n t r o ­
d u c t io n )  .
K a n t’ s  g e n e r a l  id e a  i s  q u i te  c l e a r .  I n  assum ing  th e  
p r i n c i p l e  o f r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm ent we su p p o se  t h a t  t h e  w o r ld  o f 
s e n s e  i s  i n  some way d ep en d en t on s u p e r s e n s ib le  la w s , law s w h ich  
t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  (w hich i s  c o n ce rn ed  w ith  th e  w o rld  o f  s e n s e
as_
a lo n e) can i n  no way com prehend. T h is  i s  i n  some W y  an a lo g o u s 
to  t h e  p r in c ip le  o f R eason . But th e  e s s e n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  
t h a t  th e  f a c u l t y  o f Judgm ent merely assum es th a t  th o  s u p e r ­
s e n s ib l e  s u b s t r a t e  h as some 3cind o f  a f f e c t  upon t h e  w o rld  o f  
s e n s e  ’w ith o u t b e in g  a b le  to d e te rm in e '4 -tr-w h ereas p r a c t i c a l  
R eason i n  b e in g  c o n sc io u s  o f  th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  m o ra l lav/ c a n  
a s s e r t  o b je c t iv e ly  t h a t  n a tu re  - " a c tu a l ly  i s y  c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  So 
determ ined .
I t  i s  v e ry  im p o r ta n t  t o  n o te  t h a t  i n  t h e  C r i t i q u e  of Ju d g ­
ment K ant i n  no way m o d if ie s  t h e  fu n d a m e n ta l d o c t r in e  o f  
t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h ilo so p h y ; /  t h a t  t h e  human mind d e r iv e s  
a l l  i t s  o b je c t iv e  toiow ledge o f th e  w orld  of n a tu re  from th e  
p r in c ip le s  o f t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and i t s  o b je c tiv e  fcnowladge 
o f th e  w o rld  o f  freedom fro m  th e  p r in c ip le s  o f  Reason.
2 56 .
Th 9 p r i n c i p l e s  of t h e  understand ing  and o f  Haas on a r a  th e  
only o b je c tiv e  p r in c ip le s .  T h e re  a r e  only  two p a r t s  of
p h ilo s o p h y  reg a rd ed  as a  d o c tr in e ,  i . e . ^ a s  a s o u rc e  o f  o 'b je c -  
t iv e  I'-ac-.vle-ii.e, t h e o r e t i c -.1 p h ilo s o p h y  (c o a o e m e d  w ith
th e  w o r ld  c f  n a t u r e ) an d  p r a c t i c a l  p h ilo s o p h y  (c o n c e rn e d  w i th  
th e  w orld  o f f re e d o m ). The p r i n c i p l e s  o f Judgm ent a r e  o f  a n  
e n t i r e ly  d i f f e r e n t  h in d .  They o re  n o t  d e te rm in a n t  h u t r e f l e c ­
t i v e ,  n o t  o b je c t iv e  ou t s u b j e c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e s .  T h e r e f o r e  t h e  
f a c u l ty  o f  Judgm ent c a n n o t have  a p la c e  i n  th e  sy s te m  o f  p h i l ­
o sophy , h u t i t  c a n  and in  f a c t  m ust b e lo n g  t o  t h e  :I C r i t i q u e  
O'? a l l  th e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  th e  mind d e te rm in a b le  a p r i o r i  ao f a r
Aefrf.lv**. vvtA.
-S th e y  c o n s t i t u t e  a s y s te m .n (C . o f  J . , 2 2 2 , 3uoc^5-3  (T e ln a f t) 
I t  does n o t  seem to  me p e r m is s ib le  t o  r e g a r d  K an t’ s  d i s ­
t i n c t i o n  bet'.veen th e  sy s tem  o f t h e  s c ie n c e ;  o f  l u r e  K eason and
th e  sy s te m  o f  th o  f a c u l t i e s  o f  t h e  mind i s  a s  s. m e re ly  t e c h n i -
'J: i
c a l  and  a r t i f i c i a l  d i s t i n c t i o n .  ITor t h e r e -  i s  •e^pro cs-od - i n -It
h i s  c o n v ic t io n  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  fu n d a m e n ta l d i f f e r e n c e  betw een
th e  o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f u n d e rs ta n d in g  and iie a so n  an d  th e  
5^4-
•eb jo e tiv e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f Judgm en t.
I  may now c o n c lu d e  my e x p o s i t io n  o f t h e  I n t r o d u c t io n .  I
hope t h a t  I  have  su cceed ed  i n  show ing t h a t  t h e  argument so t
f o r t h  i n  t h e  I n t r o d u c t io n  i s  by no means a r t i f i c i a l  and  f u r t h e r
t h a t  i t  i s  i n  p e r f e c t  harmony w i th  th e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  of
K an t’ s  p h ilo so p h y  and thr-.t : a r t ’ e - problem  it - i n t o l l i g t b l e - i f
- it—te —vi-Qu^od- i -rw-t hi-a g o n e ra l - c-wst e x t .
T here  re m a in , how ever, a g r e a t  many o b s c u r i t i e s  e s p e c ia l ly
r e g a rd in g  -the a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n ts . H ost of th e se  v ; i l l  be
t o
c le a re d  up i n  t h e  C r i t i q u e  of a e s th e t ic  Judgment, / th e  in te r p r e ­
t a t i o n  of which I  may now proceed .
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C r itiq u e  o f Judgment.
P art 1 .  C r itiq u e  o f  A e s th e t ic  Judgm ent,
F ir s t  S e c t io n ,
A n a ly tic  of A e s th e tic  Judgment,
F ir s t  Book.
A n a ly t ic  o f  the B e a u t i f u l .
S e c t io n  1 .
The T ran scen d en ta l method i s  d is t in g u is h e d  from every  
oth er  method o f  p h i ls o p h ic a l  en q u iry  in  th a t  i t  h o ld s  th a t  
to  understand the nature o f  an o b je c t  p h ilo so p h y  must enqA ire  
in to  the n atu re  o f  our knowledge o f i t .  I t  never t r e a t s  an 
o b je c t  a s  a  th in g  e x is t in g  in d ep en d en tly  o f  the human mind.
I t  a sk s:  How do we come to  know i t ?  T h is procedure o f  
tra n scen d en ta l p h ilo so p h y  i s  im p lied  in  i t s  very  name. "I 
e n t i t l e  tr a n sc e n d e n ta l a l l  knowledge which i s  occupied  n ot so 
much w ith  o b je c ts  as w ith  the mode o f our knowledge o f  o b je c t s  
in  so fa r  as t h i s  mode o f  knowledge i s  to  be p o s s ib le  a p r i o r i ."  
( C .P .R .. B .2 5 .)
A ll  our knowledge o f o b j e c t s ,a c t u a l  or assumed, e x p r e sse s  
i t s e l f  in  c e r ta in  judgm ents about them. Thus the fundam ental 
problem o f the C r itiq u e  o f  Pure R eason ,w hich i s  conoerned w ith  
our t h e o r e t ic a l  a p r io r i  judgm ents about o b je c t s  , i s  n e t i  Hon 
are t h e o r e t ic a l  o b je c ts  p o s s ib le ?  b u t: How are our Judgments 
about them p o s s ib le ?  We cannot become aware o f  o b je c ts  
in d ep en d en tly  o f  ou t judgm ents about them. The main problem  
o f  the C r itiq u e  o f  Pure Reascm may th e r e fo r e  be s ta te d  a s  
f o l lo w s .  How are th ese  judgm ents (a  p r io r i  s y n th e t ic  judg­
m ents) p o s s ib le ?  "Much i s  a lrea d y  gained  i f  we can b rin g  a 
number o f  in v e s t ig a t io n s  under the form ula o f  a  s in g le  problem . 
For we n ot o n ly  l ig h te n  our ta sk  by d e f in in g  i t  a c c * r a te ly ,b u t
2  3 ?
,J- \\--nJu - t
or-Bier f o r  o th e r s  who w ould t e s t  o u r r e s u l t s  t o  ju d g e  w h e th e r
A
or n o t  we h av e  su c c e e d e d  i n  w hat we s o t  o u t t o  d o . How t h e
t-t •S-tL  L ^ -
p i- 'p o r  p ro b lem  o f  p u re  R eason  i s  c o n tin u e d  -ea t h e  q u e s t io n :  How
a re  a  p r i o r i ,  s y n th e t i c  judgm en ts p o s s ib le ? "  (C .o f  P .R . ,  3 .1 9 J #  
The ta d : :  w h ich  h u n t  s e t s  h im s e l f  i n  t h e  f i r s t  book  o f 
th e  A n a ly t ic o f  A e s th e t ic  Judgm ent (A n a ly t ic  o f  t h e  B e a u t i f u l )  
i s  t o  e x p la in  t h e  n a tu r e  o f a s p e c i f i c  h in d  o f  ju d g m e n t ,  
nam ely o u r judgm ents a b o u t t h e  ‘b e a u t i f u l .  I t  io  n o t  th e  
n a tu r e  o f th e  b e a u t i f u l  o b je c t  a s  a u c h ■ w hich  i n t e r e s t s
him  i n  th o  f i r s t  l a c e .  t h a t  he  i s  c o n ce rn e d  w i th  i s  to
iV u'e~-
a n a l;  so  th o  judgm ents w hich  a a k e - ae- c a l l  t h in g s  b e a u t i f u l .
The Judgm ents th e m se lv e s  a r e  g iv e n ,  T h e re  e x i s t s  a  s p e c i f i c  
h ind  o f ju d ;,n o n t w hich  d e c la r e d  i%e o b je c ts  b e a u t i f u l  o r  u g ly .
yw fy.v-i *1/3 oj Yiuj k i v - d
Thoy-w:iay be c a l l e d  judgm en ts o f  t a s t e .  T he A n a ly t ic  o f  t h e
' '  i W --------------------- r— ------
B e a u t i f u l  h a s  t o  c o n c e rn  i t s e l f  w i th  t a e a-e---j^ 4 ^ ea t s .__\  I t  h as
to  bo n o te d  how ever t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  b u s in e s s  o f  t h e  A n a ly t ic  o f
/'urf
th e  B e a u t i f u l  i s  t o  a sh : Aye human b e in g s  e n t i t l e d  t o
tjjrT&sits-i ~lt-z A -v Qyj'.K ti* fc j'*  a.<- v<- {
m ice -such  j  u d g m e n ts ^ .oir-;;o -g '::li- t M ^ ;D h eau t i f u r ; y  i h a t  ~ i 3
r e q u i r e d  f o r  c a l l i n g  a n  o b je c t  b e a u t i f u l ,  w hat do we a s s e r t
when we make su c h  a judgm ent a b o u t i t ?  The .q u e s tio n  a s  t o
w h e th e r we a r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  make Judgm ents o f  t a s t e  w i l l  be
1 7 1  A x v .  AaT/- c) a £ £  
d is c u s s e d  l a t e r .  I n  t h e  f i r s .We h a v e ^ to  r e s o lv e  th e
judgm ents o f  t a s t e  i n to  t h e i r  e le m e n ts .  ..e have  to  d i s t i n g u i s h
WAg,/*' f c r - f i .
them  from  o th e r  ju d g m e n ts . l e  iiave t o  a s c e r t a i n  p r e c i s e l y  th e
p oo a lie ar c h a r a c te r  i s  t i c s  o f  su c h  qj t ta^ ttente- w hich  d i s t i n g u i s h  
ta t  J
them  from  a ll^ o th e fc  ju d g m a its  w hich  we make.
"The d e f i n i t i o n  o f t a s t e  h o re  r e l i e d  upon i s  t h a t  i t  i s
th e  f a c u l t y  o f e s t im a t in g  th e  b e a u t i f u l .  But t h e  d is c o v e ry  o f
v.'hat i s  r e q u i r e d  f o r  c a l l i n g  a n  o b je c t  b e a u t i f u l  m ust b e  r o -
■- orvod f o r  th e  a n a ly s i s  o f  Judgm ents o f  t a s t e . "  ( C .o f  J. 2 0 f n o te )
The f i r s t  t h i n s  t h a t  our a n a l y s i s  o f  th o  Judgm ents o f
t a s t e  d i s c o v e r s  i s  t h a t  when wo c a l l  an  o b je c t  b e a u t i f u l  o r
u g ly  we a r e  n o t  a t  a l l  c o n ce rn e d  w ith  t h e  o b je c t  a s  su c h  b u t 
^ <rT
w ith  t h e  p le a s u r e  on  p a in  w h ich  we f e e l  when we r e p r e s e n t  th e
o b je c t  t o  o u r s e lv e s .  When we m ice a  l o g i c a l  judgm ent a b o u t
h-a. Ctfi’d ' Ci, J ,
an  o b je c t  we a s  c r i b  o t o  c e r t a i n  p r o p e r t i e s .  A judgm ent 11-fee
Tho t a b l e  ic  -^r ro u n d  ■o u ld  b e  a n  exam ple o f -such a judgm ent fa*
I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  th o  p r e d i c a t e  o f  t h i s  judgm ent i s  a p r o p e r ty
w hich  we a t t r i b u t e  t o  o u r o b j e c t .  On th e  o th e r  h and  when we
/ti. %
sa y : The t a b l e  i s  b e a u t i f u l  xtG do n o t  s c r i b e  t o  any  p r o ­
p e r t y .  i/e m ere ly  s t a t e  t h a t  we ta k e  p le a s u r e  i n  i t .  7/e s e e  
t h a t  judgm ents o f  t a s t e  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  f ro m  l o g i c a l  
ju d g m e n ts  i n  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  n o t  a t  a l l  c o n c e rn e d  w i th  th e  o b je c t  
" nd  i t s  p r o p e r t i e s  b u t  m ere ly  w i th  o u r own f o o l i n g  a b o u t i t .  
Judgm ents o f  t a s t e  a r e  s u b j e c t i v e .  F o r  i n  m aking them  we 
r e f e r  t h e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  t h e  obj e c t  t o  t h e  s u b je c t  an d  i t s  
f o o l i n  o f  p le a s u r e  and  pain.___j I t  n»£y- s e e n  a s  i f  e v e ry  judgm ent
y U T h - ' . \ t .p (
t h a t  -r e f e r s  th e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f t h e  o b jo e t  t o  -the- s e n s a t io n  
e re  a  p u re ly  s u b j e c t iv e  ju d g m en t. But t h i s  i s  n o t  r e a l l y  s o . 
T h ere  io o n ly  one b in d  o f  s e n s a t io n  w hich i s  p u re ly  s u b j e c t 'v e ,  
an d  can n o t be  a n y th in g  e l s e ,  n am ely , t h e  f e e l i n g  o f  p le a s u r e  
and p a in .  Tvery o th e r  k in d  o f  s e n s a t io n  may be  o b j e c t i v e ,  i n  a 
c e r t a i n  s e n s e .  To ta k e  a n  ex am p le , th e  s e n s a t io n  o f  a  c o lo u r  
i s  s u b j e c t iv e  i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  i t  c a n n o t be d e te rm in e d  o b je c ­
t i v e l y .  The same o b je c t  may seem g re e n  t o  one p e rs o n  and  ro d  
to  a n o th e r ,  and  i t  i s  im p o s s ib le  t o  p ro v e  o b j e c t i v e ly  w hich 
of th e  two q u a l i t i e s  t h e  o b je c t  r e a l l y  p o s s e s s e s .  And y e t  when 
we a s s e r t  t h a t  a n  o b je c t  i s  g re e n  o r  r e d ,  e t c . . we mean t h a t  
th e  o b je c t  p o s s e s s e s  a c e r t a i n  p ro p e r ty  o f  vrhich we become aw are
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th roug h , s e n s a t io n .  T h e re  i s  o n ly  one s e n s a t i o n  vh .ich  cannot 
he o th e r  th a n  s u b j e c t i v e ,  nam ely th e  f e e l i n g  o f p l e a s u r e  o r  
pp.in . F o r  " S h is  d e n o te s  n o th in g  i n  th o  o b j e c t ,  h u t  in a 
f e e l i n g  w hich t h e  s u b je c t  h a s  o f i t s e l f  and  o f  t h e  m anner in 
w hich i t  i s  a f f e c t e d  hy  th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n . 51 (C .o f  J . ,
7,re have new learnt t h a t  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n ts , I . e . ju d g m en ts  
w hich a r e  concerned i t h  noth in g  h u t  th e  p le a s u r e  o r  p a in  w hich 
i s  f e l t  hy th e  s u b je c t^  po s e . ^  s p e c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  They 
m ust h e  d i s t in g u i s h e d  from l o g i c a l  o r  c o g n i t i v e  ju d g m e n ts . T he 
fu n d a m e n ta l d i s t i n c t i o n  be tw een  l o g i c a l  (o r  c o g n i t i v e )  and  
a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents i s  t h a t  th e  fo rm e r  a r e  alw oys o b j e c t i v e ,  th o  
l a t t e r  a lw ay s p u re ly  s u b j e c t i v e .
"The judgm ent o f  t a s t e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  n o t  a  c o g n i t iv e  
ju d g m en t, and  so  n o t  l o g i c a l ,  b u t  4 s  A e s th e t ic  -  w hich means 
t h a t  i t  i s  one whose d e te rm in in g  g round  c a n n o t h e  o th e r  t h a n  
s u b je c t iv e ; ." (C .o f  J . . 2 0 jy ^
S e c t io n  2.
I . fvo
n  S e c t io n  1 draw n a c l e a r  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw eenA
lo g ic  1 judgm ents and  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n ts . i n  s e c t i o n  2 he
d i s t in g u i s h e s  be tw een  two Jeinds o f  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n t^ , naraoly 
judgm ents ab o u t th e  b e a u t i f u l  end judgm en ts b o u t  t h o  p l e a s a n t ,  
h i s  argum ent ru n s  a s  f o l lo w s .  When we ju d g e  a n  o b je c t
^ 1/  ^I Avvx
’b e a u t i f u l  v;e a r e  i n d i f f e r e n t  - s t o ^ v / h e t h e r  fit o u ch t t o  o x i s t  
o r  n o t .  The d e l i g h t  ) w hich  we f e e l  i s
w h o lly  d i s i n t e r e s t e d .  By i n t e r e s t  i n  a n  o b je c t  we may u n d e rs ta n d  
th e  d e l ig h t  w hich we c o n n e c t w ith  th e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  th o  r e a l  
e x is te n c e  o f  a n  o b j e c t .  Our judgments a b o u t th e  b e a u t i f u l  a r e  
independent o f  any such i n t e r e s t .  '.Whether we d e s i r o
th e  e x is te n c e  o f  a n  o b je c t  o r  do n o t  d e s i r e  i t  i s  a  q u e s t  io n
i l l u s t r a t e s  t h i s  by a s im p le  exam p le . I f  anyone  a sk s  us 
w h e th er we f i n d  th e  p a la c e  w hich we s e e  b e fo r e  us b e a u t i f u l  o r  
n o t ,  we may p e rh a p s  answ er t h a t  we do n o t  c a r e  f o r  t h in g s  o f
who spend t h e  sw ea t o f  t h  . p e o p le  o n  su c h  s u p e r f lu o u s  t h i n g s .
A l l  t h i s  i s  v e ry  w e l l .  Only i t  i s  n o t  a n  an sw er t o  t h e  q u e s t io n  
w hich we a r e  a s h e d .
”!e were a sk ed  i f  th o  c o n te m p la tio n  o f  th e  o b je c t  g iv e s
Avfff"
us p le a s u r e  or does n o t  and o u r op-ind-on -is-- uo- fro w h e th e r i t  ough t
to  -ar-srirc. An a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent a b o u t b e a u ty  i s  e n t i r e l y
i n d i f f e r e n t  t o  t h e  e x is te n c e  o r  n o n - e x i s t 020c e o f  i t s  o b j e c t .
" A ll  one w an ts t o  know i s  w h e th e r t h e  m ere r e p r e s e n t a t i o n
o f th e  o b je c t  i s  t o  my l i k i n g ,  no m a t te r  how in d i f f e r e n t  I  may 
bo t o  th e  r e a l  e x is te n c e  o f  t h e  o b je c t  o f  t h i s  r e p r e s e n ta t io n ,"  
( C .o f J . . £ 0 5 ^
;7e have now d is c o v e re d  a s  a  f u r t h e r  p e c u l i a r i t y  o f o u r 
judgm ents o f t a s t o  t h a t  th e y  a r e  in d ep e n d en t o f  a l l  i n t e r e s t .
How im p o rta n t t h i s  i s  may be  s e e n  from  th e  f a c t  t h a t  o u r judgm ents
a b o u t th e  p le a s a n t  a r e  a l s o  p u re ly  s u b j e c t iv e  and a e s t h e t i c
judgm en ts, and t h a t  what d i s t in g u i s h e s  th o  two a e s t h e t i c  ju d g -K.07gv C~\J~
m ents i s ^ th e  f a c t  t h a t  judgm ents a b o u t th e  p le a s a n t  a r e  n e v e r
d i s i n t e r e s t e d ,  i . e .  th e y  a r e  n o t i n d i f f e r e n t  t c  t h e  e x i s te n c e  o f 
TtA
t n e i r  o b j e c t#-ae- w i l l  be  shown i n - t h i e - S  a c t io n .
Kant b eg in s  w ith  a d e f in i t io n  o f th e  p le a s a n t .  I t  runs a s
fo l lo w s :
w hich does n o t e n te r  in to  o u r  judgm en ts a b o u t i t s  b e a u ty .  'JCant
M
t h a t  t h a t  a r e  m ere ly  made t o  be  g ap ed  a t .  We may p e rh a p s  even
S e c t io n  3 .
W - .
"T h a t i s  p l e a s a n t  w hich t h e  s e n se s  f i n d  p l e a s i n s  i a  s e n s a t i o n . "
o  ' : " ........ .
(C ,of_ J . ,  2 He g o es  on t o  s t a t e  t h a t  t h i s  a f f o r d s  a  c o n ­
v e n ie n t  o p p o r tu n i ty  fo r,, condem ning a  c o n fu s io n  c o n c e rn in g  th e
] i t s e l f  s e n s a t i o n .  But
t h i s  i s  n o t  r e a l l y  s o .  V'q h av e  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  b e tw een  d i f f e r e n t
h in d s  o f  s e n s a t io n .  T h e re  i s  a fu n d a m e n ta l d i f f e r e n c e  "between
two p r i n c i p a l  h in d s  of s e n s a t io n ,  nam ely ob je c  iv e  s e n s a t i o n  and 
Sui- _ J
■ey-bhective s e n s a t io _ n .  O b je c t iv e  s e n s a t io n  is  c o n c e rn e d  w ith fc*  
s e n s ib l e  q u a l i t i e s  o f -as- objeoig , S u b je c t iv e  s e n s a t io n  i s  n o t  
c o n ce rn e d  w ith  a n  o b je c t  a t  a l l  b u t  w i th  th e  f e e l i n g s  o f  t h e  s u b ­
j e c t .  Our Judgm ents a b o u t t h e  p le a s a n t  a r e  Judgm ents a b o u t 
s u b je c t iv e  s e n s a t io n .  They a r e  i n  no way c o n ce rn e d  w i th  know­
le d g e  o f t h e  o b je c t  n o t  even w i th  know ledge o f  i t s  s e n s ib l e
q u a l i t i e s .  They a r e  p u re ly  s u b je c t iv e ^  and  i n  m aking su c h  Ju d g ­
m ents we make a n  a s s e r t i o n  a b o u t n o th in g  b u t  our own s u b je c t iv e  
s e n s a t io n s  a b o u t th e  d e l ig h t  w hich we ta k e  i n  o u r o b j e c t ,
"The g re e n  c o lo u r  o f  t h e  meadows b e lo n g s  t o  - t h e  o b j e c t i v e  
s e n s a t io n ,  a s  th e  p e r c e p t io n  o f  an  o b je c t  o f  s e n s e ;  b u t  i t s  
p le a s a n tn e s s  t o  s u b j e c t iv e  s e n s a t io n ,  by w h ich  no o b je c t  i s  
r e p r e s e n te d ;  i . e . 3 t o  j^ tT f  e e l in g ,  th ro u g h  w hich  th e  o b je c t  i s  
re g a rd e d  as a n  O b je c t o f d e l ig h t  (w h ich  in v o lv e s  no c o g n i t io n  
o f  th e  o b j e c t ) . "  ( C .o f  J . .  2 0 6 ^
Our judgm ents a b o u t t h e  b e a u t i f u l  and o u r judgm ents a b o u t 
th e  p le a s a n t  a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  one a n o th e r  i n  t h a t  th e y  a r e  b o th  
m erely  s u b je c t iv e  judgm ents a b o u t f e e l i n g s .  The e s s e n t i a l  
d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw een  th e  two ju d g m en ts , however i s  t h a t  w hereas 
oup Judgm ents ab o u t t h e  b e a u t i f u l  a r e  d i s i n t e r e s t e d ^ m e r e l y  
c o n te m p la tiv e  Judgm en ts , a l l  o u r Judgments a b o u t t h e  p le a s a n t
m eaning o f  " s e n s a t io n "  an'd ^ d i r e c t in g  p a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  
doub le  m eaning o f  w h ich  th e  w ord " s e n s a t io n "  i s  c a p a b le .  -ene-
7.U 3
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a r e  bound up w ith  -our i n t e r e s t  i n  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  t h e i r  
o b j e c t .  we n e v e r  m ere ly  judge t h a t  an  o b je c t  i s  p l e a s a n t .
V/e a r e  a lw ays a t  t h e  same t im e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  i t s  e x i s t e n c e ,  T h is  
i s  e v id e n t  f ro m  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  when we ju d g e  a  t h in g  t o  bo 
p le a s a n t  wo a r e  n o t  p r i m a r i l y  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  o u r ju d g m e n t. S he  
judgm ent p ro d u ces  i n  urn a  d e s i r e  t o  g e t  h o ld  o f  t h e  o b je c t  i n  
o rd e r  t o  en jo y  i t ,  s o  much s o  t h a t  t h o s e  who a r e  a lw ays i n t e n t  
on en joym en t o u i te  w i l l i n g l y  d is p e n s e  w ith  ju d g in g  th e  o b je c t  
and  a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  n o th in g  e l s e  t h  n  t h a t  th e  o b je c t  s h o u ld  
e x i s t  and  t h a t  th e y  sh o u ld  b e  e n a b le ^  t o  en jo y  i t .
The d e l ig h t  i n  t h e  p le a s a n t  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  bound up w i th  
i n t e r e s t .
S e c t io n  4 .
I n  t h i s  S e c t i o n  K ant shows t h a t  d e l i g h t  i n  t h e  good  i s  a ls o  
bound up w i th  i n t e r e s t  and  e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  fro m  d e l ig h t  
i n  t h e  b e a u t i f u l .  H is  argum ent i s  t h i s .
To bo e n a b le d  to  c o n s id e r  so m e th in g  good we m ust a lw ays 
know w h it s o r t  o f  th in g  th e  o b je c t  ough t t o  b e ,  i . e . ^we m ust 
have a  c o n c e p t o f i t .  A th in g  may b e  c a l l e d  good i n  tw o d i f f e r ­
e n t s e n s e s .  I t  may b e  r e g a rd e d  as good f o r  so m eth in g  ( u s e f u l )  
o r  as good i n  i t s e l f .  As re g a rd s  t h e  fo rm e r  i t  i s  a t  once 
c l e a r  t h a t  we c a n n o t judge  a th in g  t o  be  u s e f u l  w ith o u t  making 
u se  o f a  d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p t. The c o n ce p t w hich i s  l e d  i n  o u r 
judgm ents ab o u t t h e  u s e f u l  i s  t h e  c o n c e p t o f  a n  p u rp o s e . F o r  
e c a l l  t h a t  th in g  u s e f u l  w h ich  i s  re g a rd e d  a s  a  means o f  b r in g ­
in g  ab o u t so m eth in g  e l s e  i n  th e  e x is te n c e  o f w hich  we h av e  an  
i n t e r e s t .
As regard s th e  good in  i t s e l f ,  i . e .  th e  m oral good , i t  i s
a l s o  a lw ays bound up w ith  a n  i n to r o s t^ v d t h  t h e  *eaa3y u i f f o r o n c o  
t h a t  w hereas In t h e  e a s e  o f  th e  m ed ia te ly  good ( t h e  u s e f u l)  
we a re  i n t e r a c t e d  in  som ething e l s e  th a t  i t  w i l l  be good f o r , - - ©  
a r e  when we op. 11 a n  m o tio n  m o ra l ly  good or good  i n  i t c o l f y  r;o a r e  
c o n ce rn ed  w ith  th o  goodness -.'hioh i s  c o n ta in e d  i n  i t .
I t  i s  obv ious t h a t  we d e s i r e  t h e  e x i s te n c e  o f  t h e  m o ra l 
good. F o r t h e  good i s  t h e  n e c e s s a ry  o b je c t  o f  th o  w i l l  o f  
every  r a t i o n a l  b e in g .  I t  f o l lo w s  t h a t  e v e ry  judgm ent t h a t  
ms.Ices use o f  t h e  c o n c e p t /  o f t h e  good i n  i t s e l f  i s  bound up 
w ith  an  i n t e r e s t . We ap p ro v e  o f  t h e  good  a c t i o n ,  we t a k e  
d e l i g h t  i n  i t  b e c a u se  i t  r e a l i s e s  an  o b je c t  i n  t h e  e x is te n c e  
o f  w hich we have  i n t e r e s t ,  #e- s a c  n ot  o n ly  t h e p l e a s a n t  but — 
~-leo--t h e  • good i n  i t s  -tt?e -# e ga g--!fa^nee© g«t^ ly~ 'beiand "iip---wiAh^an^ 
- i n t e r e s t ' .
"Sut^ d e s p i te  a l l  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw een  t h e  p l e a s a n t  and
th e  good , th e y  b o th  a g re e  i n  b e in g  in v a r i a b ly  c o u p le d  w i th  a n
i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e i r  o b j e c t .  T h is  i s  t r u e ,  n o t  a lo n e  o f  th e
p le a s a n t  (S e c t io n  f?) and o f  t h e  m e d ia te ly  good , i . e .  t h e  u s e f u l ,
w hich p le a s e s  as a means t o  some p l e a s u r e ,  b 'ut a l s o  o f  t h a t
h ic h  i s  good  a b s o lu te ly  and  fro m  ev e ry  p o in t  o f  v iew , nam ely
th e  m oral good w hich  c a r r i e s  w ith  i t  th o  h ig h e s t  i n t e r e s t .  F o r
th e  good i s  th e  o b je c t  o f w i l l ^ i . e . ,  o f  a  r a t i o n a l l y  d e te rm in e d
f a c u l ty  o f  d e s i r e ^  But t o  w i l l  so m e th in g , and t o  t a k e  a
d e l ig h t  i n  i t s  e x i s te n c e ,  i . e .  t o  t a k e  an  i n t e r e s t  i n  i t ,  a r e
( 1 )
i d e n t i c a l . "  ( C .o f  j . ,  209^}
(1 ) V 'ith  th e  q u e s t io n  as t o  why 
i s  t h e  o b je c t  o f th e  w i l l
Kant beliov©£ 
and  (b )  t h a t
A:
( a )  t h a t  
p r a c t i c a l  
d e a l t
.  etas e o t  on 
d i f f e r e n c e  
so  b e c a u se
th e  good
Reas on
s e v e r a l  
I t  w i l l  
I  have
b e tw een  tho 
i t  seems
d e te rm in e s  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  d e s i r e ^  I  havo 
tim e s  e a r l i e r  i n  t h i s  book (S ee  ab o v e , 
be n o te d  t h a t  i n  my e x p o s i t i o n  o f  t h i s  
d is re g a rd e d  w hat Kant sa y s  a b o u t th e  
p le a s a n t  and  th o  g o o d . I havo done
to  b e  t h a t  th e  - u e s t io n  as to  w h e th e r t h e  good and  th o  r»i*-:
3 a n t  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  from  one a n o th e r  i s  i r r e l e v a n t  t o  th o  ~"~ 
p rob lem  w ith  w hich th e  A n a ly tic  o f  t h e  B e a u t i f u l  i s  co  .corn 
From th e  p o in t  o f v iew  o f  th o  A n a ly tic  o f th e  B e a u t ifu l* i*  
enough to  h av e  shown t h a t  o u r judg  o n ts  a b o u t th o  b o ~ u H f"  
a re  d i f f e r e n t  from  o u r judgm ents a b o u t t h e  n l e - c o r t  W  "" 'i 
good and  th e  problem  a s  to -w h e t th e  r e l a t i o n  b e tw een  -  
l s  o£ no imP a r ta n c o .  Kant d i s c u s s  osurob lom  n e r o  i n  o r d e r  t o  inrHnn+.a ■
no
(fool; no t o  c. o n t i  n tied ) ,
i n  no way g iv e n  up th e  fu n d a m e n ta l d o c t r i n e  o f h i s  m o ra l 
p h ilo so p h y , t h a t  th e  good and th e  p l e a s a n t  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  fro m  
one a n o th e r .  He .s e ek o - t -e  shows t h a t  th o  f a c t  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  
b o th  bound up w ith  a n  i n t e r e s t  -d o e s - in  no way d im in i s h T th e i r  
e s s e n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c g ^ .
S e c t i o n  5 .
I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  K ent com pares w het h e  c a l l s  t h e  t h r e e  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  k in d s  o ' d e l i g h t ,  nam ely  ( a )  d e l i g h t  
i n  th e  p l e a s a n t ,  (b )  d e l i g h t  i n  th e  b e a u t i f u l ,  ( c )  d e l i g h t  i n  
th e  g o o d . H is  g e n e r a l  id e a  i s  e a s i l y  u n d e rs to o d . The
d e l ig h t  i n  t h e  b e a u t i f u l  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  fro m  th e  
two o th e r  k in d s  o f  d e l i g h t / ^  o u r judgm en ts a b o u t th e
b e a u t i f u l  a r e  p u re ly  c o n te m p la tiv e  ju d g m en ts  w hich a r e  i n ­
d i f f e r e n t  p ^ t o  t h e  e x is te n c e  o f t h e i r  o b j e c t ,  w h e reas  o u r
judgm ents a b o u t th e  p le a s a n t  and  th e  good a r e  bound up -wi t h i n --
cu—<*
■padn-onk-l i i try -In  Judgm ents o f  t a s te - w e  a r e  c o n te m p la t iv e ­
l y
i  . e . ,W  a r e  n o t  co n ce rn e d  w ith  th o  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  th e  o b je c t  as  
su c h  b u t  o n ly  w ith  i t s  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s u r e  o r
W
o f p a in .  T h is  i s  th e  r e a s o n - th s r t  t h o s e  judgm ents a r e  n e i t h e r  
g rounded  (a e r r u e n d e t ) on c o n c e p ts  n o r i n t e n t i o n a l l y  d i r e c t e d  
to  them  ( q.V ozm eck t) . Judgm ents o f  t a s t e  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  
d i f f e r e n t  from  c o g n i t iv e  judgm en ts w hich  make u se  o f  c o n c e p ts .  
The p l e a s a n t ,  t h e  b e a u t i f u l  and  th e  good d e n o te  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  
r e la t io n s ;  t o  th e  f e e l i n g  o f  p le a s u r e  and  p a in .  Our judgm en ts 
a b o u t thorn c o n ta in  th r e e  d i f f e r e n t  k in d s  o f  d e l i g h t .
"The p le a s a n t  i s  w hat g r a t i f i e s  (v-c r g r u o g t ) man; t h e
b e a u t i f u l  what s im p ly  ■r o l -ee.o-os  (g e f a e l l t ) h im , th e  good w hat
i s  esteem ed  (ap p ro v ed ) ( g e s e h a e t z t ,  g e b i l l i g t ) ,  i . e .  t h a t  on
 y
w h ich  h e  s e t s  a n  o b je c t iv e  w o r th ."  ( C .o f  J . . 2 10 ) y
A ll  t h i s  i s  n e i t h e r  d i f f i c u l t  n o r  v e ry  i n t e r e s t i n g .  But 
when Kant g o es  on to  s t a t e  t h a t  p le a s a n tn e s s  ap p ^ in n  '^ lo o  tp 7
tvvcw-frvt/. cJ jo  -fo-C,    jc-f
^  - i r r a t lo n f e i  a n im a ls  4 ^ 0 1 m ere ly  1 hr*u) b e a u ty  o n ly  t o7, —  — <*- ~ .— - — ----- „------- - — n-rmr.n b o -
'  ,  So Aswy **4 JS
i-ngs—{ n o t i n c o f a r - ae -th o y  a r e  p u re ly  r a t i o n a l  b^e-i^g g  h u t  -4 n -  
•e-o- f a r  a  a -t h ey-a-r e- a t  once a n im a l and r a t io n a l ) ,  w hereas th e  
good i s  good f o r  e v e ry  r a t i o n a l  being- i n  g e n e r a l ,  i t  i s  v e ry  
d i f f i c u l t  to  u n d e rs ta n d  w hat h e  m eans. T h is  may n o t  seem 
s u r p r i s in g  i n  view  o f  th e  f a c t  t h a t  ila n t h im s e l f  s a y s  t h a t
h i s  s ta te m e n t  w i l l  r e c e iv e  i t s  c o m p le te  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  l a t e r .
I t  h a s  to  h e  n o te d ,  ho w ev er, t h a t  K ant n e v e r  d o es  g iv e  th e  
p ro m ise d  e x p la n a t io n .  I n  f a c t  h e  n e v e r  m en tio n s  t h i s  p o in t  
a g a in .
I t  w i l l  h e  a p p r e c ia te d  t h a t  w hat i s  m ost d i f f i c u l t  and
m ost i n t e r e s t i n g  from  th o  p o in t  o f view  o f  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f
Judgm ent i s  K a n t’ s a s s e r t i o n  th a t  b e a u ty  h as m eaning o n ly  f o r  
V I f f
human b e in g s^  and vo  them  i n  so  f a r  a s  th e y  a r e  n o t  m e re ly  
r a t i o n a l  h u t  a t  once r a t i o n a l  and  i r r a t i o n a l .  I  w i l l  t r y  
t o  e x p la in  w hat i s  m eant b y  s h i s .  B u t I  am a f r a i d  ray e x p la n ­
a t i o n  w i l l  h e  somewhat l e n g th y .  
sU M
What I  w i l l  t r y - t -o-£'foovJ i s  t h a t  K an t*s  d o c t r i n e  that*
b e a u ty  i s  a n  o b je c t  o n ly  f o r  huma.n b e l i e s  fo l lo w s  from  th e  
g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  h i s  p h i lo s o p h y . I t  h a s  to  bo rem em bered 
t h a t  a l l  o u r  judgm ents ab o u t b e a u ty  a r e  a c c o rd in g  to  K ant 
p ro d u ced  by  th e  f a c u l t y  o-"’ Judgm en t. £ew K ant h a s  shown i n  
t h e  C r i t iq u e  o f  Pu re  Boss on t h a t  Judgm ent i r  n o t a n  aaoqus-be 
f a c u l t y  o f th e  m ind, t h a t  i t  m ere ly  m e d ia te s  b e tw een  tw o o th e r  
f a c u l t i e s ,  nam ely i n t u i t i o n  and  u n d e rs ta n d in g ,  (S ee  aboveQ ^
I t  h a s  a l s o  b e e n  shown i n  th o  f i r s t  C r i t i q u e  t h a t  th e  f a c t  t h a t  
human (knowledge depends upon i n t u i t i o n  an d  u n d e rs tan d in g - i s
j/vUgfe. (Ac\.\C.' 'J't f'
i n d i c a t i v e  o f  i t s  p o in t -l e s s ■-r-eof;. I t  r e v e a l s  t h a t  human b e in g s
a r e  n o t p u re ly  r a t i o n a l  b e in g s ,  t h a t  th e y  a r e  a l s o  s e n s ib l e  
b e in g s .  a, p u r e ly  r a t i o n a l  b e in g  v/ould laiow o b je c ts  b y  means 
o f  m ere th o u g h t and  would t h e r e f o r e  n o t  b e  i n  need  o f  a  f a c u l t y  
(Judgm ent) w hich e n a b le d  i t  t o  r e f e r  h i s  c o n c e p ts  to  I n t u i t i o n s .
i n t u i t i o n .  I t
f 'e*ns o f 'X u re  
C o n cep ts .
I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  i n  th e  C r l t l - u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l  R eason , K ant
ov b e in g  Wo u ld  n o t b e  i n  need  o f  s e n s ib l e  
would be  a b le  t o  p r e s e n t  o b je c ts  t o  h iraao l-f b y  \
shows that our practical judgments are also dependent 011 o u r
yx-f'
f a c u l t y  o f  Ju d g m e n t. P t - h as—to  bo  n o te d  h o wever  t h a t  h e
believes that the function of Judgment in the practical field
4uJc u - fce.
ic  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from  th e  --one w h ich  i t  h a s  r e g a r d in g - e u r  
ji& liA . h j f
t h e o r e t i c a l  M  g a r b s . Kant "b e liev e s  t h a t - t h e  p r a c t i c a l
f r r
c o n c e p ts  th o u c -o lv e g a r e  v a l i d  14s. ev e ry  r a t i o n a l  b e in g .
L-J- «$/. J,w{
But n o t ortd^ r— t h e y  a r e  a le o  v a l i d  f o r  an  a b s o lu te  b e in g ,  
f o r  God H im s e lf .  The m o ra l lav; i s  a n  a b s o lu te  la w , and  m o ra l
c o n c e p ts  a r e  a b s o lu te  c o n c e p ts .  T h a t human.' b e in g s
/a-.'« to  make u se  o f  uhe f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent a t  a l l  i n  o r d e r  t o  
b e  a b le  t o  make a  p r a c t i c a l  judg m ent is ',  s o l e l y '  due; t o  th e  f a c t
t h a t  th e y  a r e  b e in g s ,  l iv in g ;  i n  th e  w o rld  o f  s e n s e .  I n
o rd e r  to  b e  a b le  t o  r e g a r d  a n  a c t i o n  w hich  o c c u rs  i n  th e  w o rld  
o f  s e n s e  a s  d e te rm in e d  by th e  a b s o lu te  m o ra l lav ;) th e y  h av e  t o  
b e  c a p a b le  o f f  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  a c t io n s  u n d e r  t h e  a b s o l ­
u te  u n iv e r s a l  law  o f  R eason . T h is  i s  made p o s s i b l e  by p r a c ­
t i c a l  Judgm en t. b u t i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h i s  f a c u l t y  o f  p r a c t i c a l
Judgm ent i s  needed  o n ly  by  a  b e in g  t h a t  i s  n o t  a p u r e ly  r a t i o n a l
h  ft—0
b e in g , c. being; t h a t  b e lo n g s  b o th  t o  th e  s e n s i b l e  a n d ^ i n t e l l i ­
g ib le  w o rld , t h a t  i s  b o th  r a t i o n a l  and  i r r a t i o n a l .  T h is ,  
how ever, does n o t  a l t e r  th e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  o b je c t  o f  th e  m o ra l 
w i l l ,  th e  good , i s  a  p u r e ly  r a t i o n a l  o b j e c t .  The good i s  good
f o r  e v e ry  r a t i o n a l  b e in g  in  g e n e r a l .
Vie s e e  t h a t  t h e  argum ent r e g a r d in g  Judgm ent w hich  i s  s e t  
f o r t h  i n  tho"r tv;o j f i r s t )  C r i t iq u e s  im p lie s  t h a t  Judgm ent i s  a  
f a c u l t y  o f  th e  -m ind w hich can  b e lo n g  o n ly  t o  th e  f i n i t e  m ind,
i . e .  to  a  mind w hich c an n o t know b y  means o f  m ere th o u g h t and
>V i( t
thue i^possess a  f a c u l t y  w hich e n a b le s  i t  t o  a p p ly  conoeptSj-tro-
p ro d u c ts  of th o u g h t t o  what i s  g iv e n  t o  i t  by i n t u i t i o n .  i n  
"the C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgm ent Kant d i s c o v e r s  a n o th e r  k in d  o f  Judgm en t,
'Xl+b-
nam ely r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm en t. The p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i o n  i s  a
m e re ly  s u b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e .  I n  a p p ly in g  i t  Judgm ent does
n o t  mslce u se  o f - a n y  c o n c e p ts  a t  a l l .  A ll  t h a t  r e f l e c t i v e  
Judgm ent can  do i s  to  r e l a t e  two o th e r  f a c u l t i e s  o f  t h e  m ind 
to  one a n o th e r  w i th o u t  b e in g  a b le  to  d e te rm in e  w hat t h e i r  
p r e c i s e  r e l a t i o n  i s .  F o r  t o  b e  a b le  t o  do t h i s  i t  w ou ld  h a v e  
to  b e  c a p a b le  o f making: u se  o f d e te r m in a te  c o n c e p ts .  I t  w ould  
h a v e  to  b e  d e te rm in a n t  Judgm en t, e i t h e r  t l io o re t ic d .1  o r  p r a c ­
t i c a l .  The two judgm en ts d e te rm in a n t  Judgm ent
i s  co n ce rn e d  a r e  t h e o r e t i c a l  judgm en ts and p r a c t i c a l  ju d g m e n ts . 
R e f le c t i v e  Judgm ent p ro d u ces  a s p e c i f i c  k in d  o f  ju d g m en t, 
nam ely a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n ts . As h a s  b een  h in te d  a t  i n  th e  
I n t r o d u c t io n  to  th e  C r i t iq u e  o f  Ju d g m en t. and  w i l l  b e  made 
. u i t o  c l e a r  i n  th e  C r i t iq u e  i t s e l f ,  th e  two f a c u l t i e s  w hich  th e  
f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent m ust r e l a t e  to  one a n o th e r  i n  o r d e r  t o  b e
t-S-CrJlZ
a b le  to  4ay-d irT n  a n  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent a r e  t h e  im a g in a t io n  and  
4j. d n endoney . h e  r e l a t i o n  b e tw een  th e s e  tw o f a c u l ­
t i e s  o f  th e  mind i s  i n  th e  e a s e  o f a e s t h e t i c  judgm en ts n o t 
d e te rm in e d  b y  o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p t.  I t  i s  an  in d e te r m in a te  r e ­
l a t i o n .  From t h i s  i t  fo l lo w s  t h a t  judgm ent a b o u t b e a u ty  c a n  
b e  made o n ly  by  a  pr i o r i  th e  r a t i o n - 1  b e in g ,  t h a t  th e y  h av e  
s ig n i f i c a n c e  o n ly  f o r  b e in g s  a t  once r a t i o n a l  and  i r r a t i o n a l .  
The b e in g  t h a t  makes th e n  m ust bo r a t i o n a l  b e ca u se  i n  su c h  
judgm ents t h e r e  i s  im p lie d  a  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  u n d e r s ta n d in g .  On 
th e  o th e r  hand i t  m ust b e  i r r a t i o n a l .  F o r  ( a )  th e  im a g in a t io n
i s  a  sen su o u s f a c u l t y  o f th e  mind w hich a r a t i o n a l  b e in g  w ould 
c-/ o JlH ^
n o t g oes e ssj and (b )  th e  r e l a t i o n  b e tw een  ima i n a t i o n  and u n d e r ­
s ta n d in g  i s  n o t d e te rm in e d  by  d e f i n i t e  o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p ts  and 
a c c o rd in g  to  K ant»s d o c t r in e  a  p u r e ly  r a t i o n a l  b e in g  w ould  be 
c a p a b le  o f  d e te rm in in g  e v e ry  o b je c t  v /ith  w hich i t  i s  c o n c e rn e d
■by means o f  p u re  i& e u ek + '-co n c ep ts .
The r e s t  o f  t h i s  s e c t i o n  i s  s t i l u s . .  K ant s t a t e s  t h a t  o f 
th o  t h r e e  k in d s  o f  d e l i g h t  i t  i s  o n ly  t h e  d e l i g h t  i n  t h e  b e a u ­
t i f u l  t h a t  c a n  b e  c a l l e d  " a  f r e e  d e l i g h t " .  As we h a v e  B ean,
'5 A
^fehtrtr o u r  d e l i g h t  i n  th e  p l e a s a n t  and  i n  th e  g o o d d ep en d en t
on our i n t e r e s t  i n  th e  o f  th e  o b j e c t .  I n  t h e  c a se
'ct is
o f  th e  p le a s a n t  t h e  d e l i g h t  i a  n o t  f r e e  b e c a u se  wo -vxr d o p en - 
d e n t upon o u r d o s i r c  t o  p o s s e s s  t h e  o b j e c t ,  s i n c e  we a r e  $-2 
s e n s ib l e  b e in g s  we h av e  a  n a t u r a l  d e s i r e  t h a t  th o s e  o b je c ts  
w hich p le a s e  us s h o u ld  b e lo n g  to  us and  t h a t  we s h o u ld  b e  
e n a b le d  to  e n jo y  them . B u t s in c e  wo a r e  a t  t h e  sa n e  tim e  
r a t i o n a l  b e in g s ,  we h av e  a l s o  a  d e s i r e  t o  r e a l i s e  th e  g o o d .
Our d e l i g h t  I n  i t  ( th e  f e e l i n g  o f  r e s p e c t  f o r  t h e  m o ra l law ) 
i s  n o t f r e e .  As h a s  b e e n  e x p la in e d  i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  P r a c ­
t i c a l  Aoas.on. t h e  r o s p e c t  f o r  t h e  m ora l law  c a h n o t even  b e
c a l le d  a f e e l i n g  i n  t h e  prffipo» s e n s e  o f th o  w ord . F o r  I t  i s
J/- n K vTfci-i-1 6\ i/~
so m e th in ' ■ fefcrc?—thaar ;he s u b je c t iv e  aw areness o f o u r  b e in g  
d e te rm in e d  by  th e  o b je c t iv e  m ora l law . I t  i s  n o t  a n  lndO pen- 
d e n t f e e l i n g  b u t  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  conn.ecte d  v /ith  tfcerfe m o ra l law .
A /-u'-Us. b e in g  w hich f in d s  i t s e l f  s u b je c t  t o  th e  rao ra l law
J t  i b  - v v l  i - i o  J - i \ . t_e
m ust n e c e s s a r i l y  have  r e s p e c t  f o r  i t .  Th o ro  i s - n e -e h o ic a  1 -ef t
iC~- ^
(•see above J/V) The d e l i g h t  i n  th e  good  i s ^ n o t  f r e e .  I t
i s  n o t a  d i s i n t e r e s t e d  d e l i g h t .
e may p u t th e  m a t te r  l i k e  t h i s .  Our d e l ig h t  i n  th e  
p le a s a n t  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  i n c l i n a t i o n ,  our* d e l ig h t  i n  th e  b e a u ­
t i f u l  ^  b f ) £& ou r d e l i g h t  i n  th e  good to  r e s p e c t
(1 )  I t  h a s  t o  b e  n o te d  t h a t  -ICanfe- w hen-he sa y s  h e re  t h a t  
b e a u ty  h a s  p u rp o r t  a n d ^ v ^ ,'<i'-u0 i o n ly  f o r  human b e in g s  
does n o t  mean t h a t  o u r id e a  o f b e a u ty  and o u r judgm ents 
a b o u t i t  a r e  dependen t on some p e c u l i a r  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  
c o n s t i t u t i o n  o f  th e  human m ind. Judgm ents a b o u t b e a u ty  a re  
s u b je c t iv e  ju d g m en ts , b u t  th ey  a r e  a t  th e  same tim e  s u b ­
j e c t i v e l y  n e c e s s a ry  a p r io r i ,  Ju dgm en ts , i j O . .  Judgm ents w hich  
ev e ry  human b e in g  must n e c e s s a r i l y  make. r o r  t h i s  r e a s o n  
i t  i s  n o t p sy ch o lo g y  (wh-l o h - te  b a se d  e i i t i r e l y  upon em piric  i 
p r in c ip le ^  b u t t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h ilo s o p h y  u h ie h  i q / c o n c e r ^ d  
w ith  th e  a  p r i o r i  c o n d i t io n s  o f o u r ju d g m e n ts )%m ust de- V 
w ith  t h e m ' i ^ e u t ° Al h e  fu n d a m e n ta l d i f f e r e n c e  betw een  t ’--o 
p s y c h o lo g ic a l  and t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  m eth o d s, s e e  above
• - d
Of th e s e  t h r e e  f a v o u r  a lo n e  c a n  h e  c a l l e d  a f r e e  d e l i g h t .  F o r  
i t  i s  o n ly  r e g a rd in g  th e  o b je c t  o f  t h e  .judgm ents o f  t a s t e  t h a t  
v:e c a n  ch o o se  h e ta  eon f a v o u r in g  and d i s f a v o u r in g  i t .  >s r e g a r d s  
t h e  p l e a s a n t  o u r n  t u r a l  i n c l i n a t i o n s  im p e l us t o  d e s i r e  i t  and  
a s  r e g a rd s  th e  good we a r e  "bound "by th e  lav; o f  R eason  t o  d e s i r e  
i t .  "F o r f a v o u r  i s  th e  o n ly  f r e e  d e l i g h t ,  i n  o b je c t  o f  i n ­
c l i n a t i o n  and  one w hich a  lav; o f  R eason  Im poses upon o u r d e s i r e  
le a v e s  us no freedom  to  t u r n  a n y th in g  i n t o  an  o b je c t  o f p l e a s u r e .
v .
A ll  i n t e r e s t  p re su p p o se s  r. w a n t ,o r  c a l l s  one f o r t h ;  and  "being a
g round  d e te rm in in g  a p p ro v a l  d e p r iv e s  t h e  judgm ent on t h e  o b je c t
o f  i t s  freed o m . ( C .o f  J . 2 1 0 ^
I t  i:.- now e asy  to  u n d e rs ta n d  K ant * s  f i r s t  d e f i n i t i o n  o f
th e  b e a u t i f u l :  " T a s te  i s  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  e s t im a t in g  a n  o b je c t
o r
o r  a  mode o f  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  by means o f  a  d e l ig h t  i n  d i s s a t i s ­
f a c t i o n  a p a r t  from  any I n t e r e s t . The o b je c t  o f  su c h  a  d e l i g h t  
i s  c a l l e d  b e a u t i f u l . "  (C . o f  J .  2 1 1 ) .
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I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  K ant -gooo on wit h. h i s  a n a ly s i s  o f -the- 
a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n ts . H is  argum ent may be p a ra p h ra s e d  a s  
f o l lo w s .  He who ju d g es  a h  o b je c t  t o  b e  b e a u t i f u l  i s  aw are  o f  
th e  f a c t  t h a t  h e  does so  a p a r t  fro m  any i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  e x i s ­
te n c e  o f  th e  o b j e c t .  I n  c a l l i n g  a n  o b je c t  b e a u t i f u l  h e  i s  i n  
no way -prom pted- by any p e r s o n a l  p r e d i l e c t i o n  f o r  th e  o b j e c t .  
T h e re fo re  ho n a t u r a l l y  assum es t h a t  th e  o b je c t  w i l l  b e  ju d g ed  
in  th e  same m anner by everybody  e l s e .  S in c e  i n  m a tin g  su c h  a 
Judgment h e  f e e l s  h im s e lf  c o m p le te ly  f r e e  he  c an n o t m ate h i s  
own p e rs o n  r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  th e  judgm ent and  th e  d e l i g h t  w hich  i s  
e x p re s se d  i n  i t .  He i s  aw are t h a t  h i s  judgm ent i s  q u ite  indepen.
d e n t o f  h i s  i n d iv i d u a l  l i k e s  and  d i s l i k e s .  Owing t o  t h i s  h e  
w i l l  sp e a k  o f  th e  b e a u t i f u l  a s  i f  b e a u ty  w ere  an  o b je c t iv e
q u a l i t y  and h e  w i l l  f o r m u la te  h i s  Judgm ent a s  i f  i t  w ore  a 
l o g i c a l  Judgm en t, i . e .  a  Judgm ent which- i-e c o n c e rn e d  w i th  c o g -
s  Cv.
n i t i o n  o f  o b j e c t s .  He w i l l  do so  b e c a u s e  t h e r e  is-& © ae re se m ­
b la n c e  betw een, th e  two Ju d g m en ts , ( a e s t h e t i c  and  l o g i c a l  Ju d g -
d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw een  t h e  two Ju d g m en ts . F o r  t h e  a e s t h e t i c  Judg ­
ment ab o u t b e a u ty  i s  c o n c e rn e d  w i th  n o th in g  b u t  t h e  p l e a s u r e  o r  
p a in  w hich i s  f e l t  by  th e  -ebd-eedr. The u n i v e r s a l i t y  o f  t h e
o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p ts  t h e r e  i s  no t r a n s i t i o n  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t iv e  
f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s u r e .  I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  -o u r-~ 
p r a c t i c a l  law s t h e r e  i s  a n e c e s s a ry  t r a n s i t i o n  t o  a  c e r t a i n  k in d  
o f  p i e - s u r e ,  nam ely , th e  f e e l i n g  o f  r e s p e c t  f o r  t h e s e  la w s , 7/e
a n  a c t io n  w hich i s  i n  a cc o rd a n c e  w ith  i t .  On th e  o th e r  hand
i t  i s  o b v io u s t h a t  a l l  p r a c t i c a l  law s c a r r y  a n  i n t e r e s t  w i th
r e s p e c t  f o r  th e  law s to  w hich th e y  e o n f o r r ^ b u t  a ls o  b e c a u se  we 
b e l ie v e  t h a t  th e  a c t io n s  w hich a r e  d e te rm in e d  by  th o s e  law s 
r e a l i s e  an  o b je c t  i n  t h e  e x is te n c e  o f  w h ich  we a ro  i n t e r e s t e d ,  
nam ely , th e  good . A e s th e t ic  Judgm ents on th e  o th e r  hand c la im  
u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  f o r  t h e  v e ry  r e a s o n  t h a t  th e y  a r e  in d ep e n d en t 
o f a l l  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e i r  o b j e c t s .  The u n i v e r s a l i t y  c la im e d  by 
them i s  p u re ly  s u b j e c t i v e .  The s u b je c t  o f  th e  Judgm ent p r e ­
supposes t h a t  s in c e  i t  ta k e s  p le a s u r e  i n  th e  o b je c t  w i th o u t  b e in g  
i n  th e  l e a s t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  i t s  e x i s t e n c e ,  -t h a t • ev ery o n e  e l s e  w i l l
m e n ts ) ,  -n& aely t h a t  th e y  b o th  c la im  to  bo  u n i v e r s a l l y  v a l i d
r  A & *
f o r  e v e ry o n e , yhrrrr i t  i s  o b v io u s t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a n  e s s e n t i a l
Judgm ent m ust t h e r e f o r e  bo  o f  a  v e ry  s p e c i a l  k in d y  F o r from
may demand ag reem en t w ith  o u r p r a c t i c a l  Judgm ents o f  e v e ry o n e 
b ecau se  we c a n  p re su p p o se  t h a te v e r y  o t h e r - p a rs o n  w i l l  f e e l  th e  
same r e s p e c t  f o r  m o ra l lav.^s a s  we do and t h e r e f o r e  ap p ro v e  o f 
them . q ap p ro v e  o f  m ora l a c t io n s  n o t  o n ly  b e c a u se  we a l l  f e e l
9-5"?-
f e e l  th e  same p l e a s u r e .  I t  does n o t  d  emand t h a t  e v e r y - o th e r  
a t t r i b u t e  t h e  same p r o p e r t i e s  t o  t h e  o b j e c t ,  s in c e  
i t  i s  n o t  a t  a l l  c o n ce rn e d  v? ith -w hat p r o p e r t i e s  i-t may - goss-e&c.
I t  m e re ly  assum es t h a t  every* o th o r  p o rs o n  w i l l  h av e  t h e  same 
s u b j e c t iv e  f e e l in g s  a b o u t i t .  We s e e  t h a t  th o  s u b j e c t iv e  
u n i v e r s e l i t y  which. b e lo n g s  t o  o u r a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m en ts  i s  e n t i r e l y  
d i f f e r e n t  fro m  th e  o b j e c t iv e  u n i v e r s a l i t y  w hich  b e lo n g s  t o  o u r 
l o g i c a l  and p r a c t i c a l  ju d g m e n ts .
"The r e s u l t  i s  t h a t  t h e  jud^m enty/ o f  t a s t e  i t h  i t s  
a t t e n d a n t  e o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  d e tach m en t from  a l l  i n t e r e s t  m ust 
in v o lv e  a  c la im  t o  v a l i d i t y  f o r  a l l  men, and  m ust do so  a p a r t  
from  u n i v e r s a l i t y  a t t a c h e d  to  o b j e c t s ,  i . e .  t h e r e  m ust be  
c o u p le d  w ith  i t  a  c la im  t o - o b j e c t i v e  u n i v e r s a l i t y . "  ( C. o f  J . . 
2 1 2 ) .
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I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  K an t e x p la in s  t h a t  t h e  fu n d a m e n ta l d i f f e r ­
ence b e tw een  o u r  judgm ents a b o u t th e  b e a u t i f u l  an d  o u r  judgm en ts 
a b o u t th e  p le a s a n t  i s  t h a t  w hereas i n  th e  fo rm e r  t h e r e  i s  im ­
p l i c i t  a  c la im  t o  u n iv e r s a l  v a l id i ty ^  ef - t h e  judgmen t ' i n  th e  
1 - t t e r  a r e  e n t i r e l y  in d ep e n d en t o f  any  su c h  c la im . -fid. Our 
judgm ents a b o u t th e  p le a s a n t  a r e  e n t i r e l y  p r i v a t e  and in d iv id u a l  
judgm ents a b o u t o u r ov;n f e e l i n g s . To t a k e  a n  exam ple , su p p o se  
'.vo a s s e r te d  t h a t  a  c e r t a i n  o b je c t  v.as p ie  .s: nt^ and  someone 
o b je c te d  and  s a id  we ought' to  s a y  i t  was p le a s a n t  t o  us we 
sh o u ld  n o t  p r o t e s t  a t  a l l .  T h is  a p p l i e s  t o  a l l  judgm en ts a b o u t
Cj
th e  p le a s a n t  i n  g e n e r a l ,  n o t  o n ly  t o  th o  -t ^ o t o  ■of - b h e to n g u e ^ b u t
t o  judgm ents a b o u t w hat i s  s a i d  t o  be  
P le a s a n t  t o  th o  e y e , th e  e a r ,  e t c .  A l l  o u r judgm ents a b o u t
i s<^ ~th e  p le a s a n t  a re jp u ro ly  -o b je c t iv e .  One man may l i k e  one c o lo u r
and a n o th e r  a n o th e r .  One man may p r e f e r  t h e  to n e  o f  w ind
in s t ru m e n ts  and  a n o th e r  t h e  to n e  o f  s t r i n g  in s t r u m e n t s .  I t  i s  
im p o s s ib le  t o  q u a r r e l  a b o u t t h i s  and  t o  s a y  t h a t  one judgm ent 
i s  t r u e  and  th e  o th e r  i s  f a l s e .  The judgm en ts a r e  e n t i r e l y  
p r i v a t e .  E veryone h a s  h i s  own t a s t e .
The b e a u t i f u l  s ta n d s  on an  o n t i r o l y  d i f f e r e n t  f o o t i n g .  I t
would b e  r i d i c u lo u s  i f  I  s a i d  a b o u t a poem,* a b u i l d i n g ,  - e t c r  
th a t  i t  was b e a u t i f u l  f o r  me. F o r  i f  t h e y  s im p ly  p l e a s e  me 
I  ought n o t  t o  c a l l  them  b e a u t i f u l .  ..hen I  c a l l  so m e th in g  
b e a u t i f u l j I  do n o t  mean t h a t  i t  m e re ly  p le a s e s  mo, t h a t  I  t a k e  
p le a s u re  i n  i t . I  e x p ec t t h a t  o th e r s  w i l l  f o e l  th o  same a b o u t 
i t^  and ' t h e r e f o r e  I  sp e a k  a b o u t b e a u ty  a s  i f  i t  w ere  a  p r o p e r ty  
o f  th e  o b j e c t .  I  a s s e r t  t h a t  t h e  t h in g  i s  b e a u t i f u l  an d  demand 
o f  o th e r s  t h a t  th e y  sh o u ld  a g r e e ,  I  b lam e th em , when th e y  
ju d g e  d i f f e r e n t l y .  I  s a y :  th e y  h av e  no t a s t e .  And t h e  c u r io u s
f a c t  i s  t h a t  th e  r e a s o n  t h a t  I  e x p e c t ev ery o n e  e l s e  t o  a g re e  t-&- 
my judgm ent i s  n o t t h a t  I  h av e  fo u n d  o u t by  e x p e r ie n c e  w hat k in d  
o f th in g s  h av e  been  ju d g ed  to  b e  b e a u t i f u l .  I  demand o f  o th e r  
p e rso n s  t h a t  th e y  ough t to  a g re e  w i th  me oven i f  th e y  ao  n o t ,  and  
oven i f  no one h a s  e v e r h e ld  t h e  same o p in io n  a b o u t a  p a r t i c u l a r  
o b je d t  a s  I  h a v e . I  c a n n o t ju d g e  a n  o b je c t  t o  b e  b e a u t i f u l
g a rd in g  th o  b e a u t i f u l  i t  c an n o t b e  s a i d  t h a t  ev ery o n e  h as h i s  own 
t a s t e .  F o r  t h i s  w ould b e  a s  much a s  t o  s a y :  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no
su c h  th in g  as t a s t e  a t  a l l .
I t  i s  c u r io u s  t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw een  o u r  judgm ents ab o u t
o,wj(
th e  p le a s a n t  with-^fch© judgments a b o u t th e  b e a u t i f u l  c a n n o t be
f'-V-
a t t r i b u t a d  to  th e  f a c t  t h a t  r e g ar din g  th e  fo rm e r d i f f e r e n t  p e rso n s
U) gti.-ve t„v*. /w..^  o e\yj.o,
do n o t a g re e  w ith  each  o th e r  b u t  - do r e g a r d in g  - th e  l a t t  e ^ .  T h ere
a c tu a l ly  e x i s t s  su ch  a g re em e n t. I t  i s  q u i t e  p o s s ib l e  t o  f i n d  
out w hat th in g s  m ost p e o p le  f i n d  p le a s a n t ,  and we may s a y  o f  a 
p e rs o n  who knows w hat most p e o p le  f in d  p le a s a n t  t h a t  he  h a s  t a s t e .
ts/ji
w ith o u t t h a t  my judgm ent i s  u n i v e r s a l l y  v a l i d ,  h e -
F o r i 22s ta n .c e , som eone knows how t o  e n t e r t a i n  h i s  g u e s t s ,  n e  
o f f e r s  them  fo o d  w h ich  h e  knows th o y  w i l l  l i k e ,  e t c .  i f  i s  
cu sto m ary  t o  sa y  o f  su c h  a  man t h a t  he  h a s  ^ j  good  t a s t e .
T h e re  re m a in s ,  how ever, an  e s s e n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  "between s u c h  a  
p e rs o n  and  a  p e rs o n  who fu d g es t h in g s  t o  h e  b e a u t i f u l  .A  -~ e r  how 
dcos th o  fo rm e r .1-now w hat th in g s  w i l l  "be deem ed p l e a s a n t  by
d~
o th e r  p e o p le ?  He f in d s ^ o u t  by  e m p i r ic a l  o b s e r v a t io n  , He 
o b se rv e s  o th e r  p e o p le  and d is c o v e r s  t h a t  c e r t a i n  th in g s  a r e  
g e n e r a l l y  l i k e d ,  t h a t  most p e o p le  f i n d  them  -v e ry - p l e a s a n t .  Ho
tvv IXic**
i s  In  no way i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  q u e s t io n  a s  to  w h e th e r  th e y  o u g h t 
to  do s o ,  o r  -euglrc n o t .  He 3 im ply  o b se rv e s  and i n  t h i s  way a r ­
r i v e s  a t  g e n e r a l  r u l e s  a c c o rd in g  to  w hich  he  makes h i s  c h o ic e .
V:o ^ d is t in g u is h  betw een-s-ttch  g e n e r a l
and  e m p ir ic a l  r u l e s  and u n iv e r s a l  r u l e s ,  . i l l  r u l e s  c o n c e rn in g
ki& >  etc.
th e  b e a u t i f u l  a r e  su c h  u n i v e r s a l ^ r u l e s .  They do n o t - s a y  what 
h a s  t a k e n  p la c e  i n  m ost c a s e s  b u t  w hat ought t o  t a k e  p la c e  i n  
o v o ry  c a s e .  \ we h av e  now d is c o v e re d  t h a t  a l l  judgm en ts a b o u t
b e a u ty  c la im  u n i v e r s a l i t y .  I t  re m a in s  how ever t o  b e  s e e n  w hat
rttii r'. T
k in d  o f  u n i v e r s a l i t y  i t  i s .  _ _ ^n r  I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  o u r judgm en ts 
a b o u t t h e  good a l s o  c la im  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y .  And y e t  th e y  do so  
s u p p o r te d  by  d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p ts . Vie s e e  o u r judgm ents a b o u t th o  
p le a s a n t  do n o t  c l - im  an y  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  a t  a l l . ^ o u r  ju d g ­
m ents a b o u t th e  good b a so  t h e i r  c la im  to  u n i v e r s a l i t y  upon co n ­
c e p t s .  Our judgm ents a b o u t th e  b e a u t i f  1  a r e  made w ith o u t  su ch  
o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p ts .  We have to  answ er th e  q u e s t io n :  What 
s p e c i a l  k in d  o f  u n i v e r s a l i t y  i s  i m p l i c i t  i n  o u r judgm en ts a b o u t 
b eau ty ?
S e c t io n  8 . 
b a e s th e t ic
j e c t iv e  u n iv e r s a l i t y .  When we l a y  them dew«fc- i»  d c n e t  c la im  t h a t
we know a lre a d y  th a t  t e t ic  judgments c la im  m erely  su b -
r\
e v e r y  freed  man s h o u ld  h o ld  t h e  sam e o p in io n  r e g a r d in g  p r o p e r t i e s
oJX
o f  th e  o b je c t  b u t  t h a t  th e y  s h o u ld ^ f e e l  t h e  sam e a b o u t i t ,  t h a t  
t h e y  s h o u ld  t a k e  th o  s a n e  p le a s u r e  i n  i t .  At t h e  b e g in n in g  o f  
t h i s  s e c t i o n  K an t s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  fornyS o f  u n i v e r s a l ­
i t y  w h ich  i s  t o  b e  n e t  w ith , i n  a  Judgm ent o f  t a s t e  i s  a s i g -  
n i f l e a n t  f e a t u r e  ( f ^ rlar-iondi -gk e j t ) n o t  f o r  t h e  l o g i c i a n  b u t  f o r
7fa d.ca-f ov-4.-r~>
t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h i lo s o p h e r .  d l f f ±6u lt  ■ t o - d i s c o v e r
Al • • • ■ i  Xjf -I
i t s  o r i g i n  b u t i n  r e t u r n  b r in g s  t o  l i g h t  a  p r o p e r t y  o f  t h e  o W  
oogaaA tiv e f a e u l t y  w h ich  o th e rw is e  w ould  h av e  r e n a in o d  unknown*
A
I t  i s  e a s y  to  s e c  why K ant b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  
(S fu fa c-ftfafa-'tSfa
f e r n  o f u n i v e r s a l i t y  - h i e h  bo longo  t o  an  a e s t h e t i c  Judgm ent 
fai^ck-1> sub  J e c t i v e ^ u n i v e r s a l i t ^  i s  o f  s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  f o r  th e  
t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h i lo s o p h e r .  Tho u n i v e r s a l i t y  im p lie d  i n  a e s ­
t h e t i c  Judgm ents i s  s u b j e c t iv e .  B e fo re  K ant d is c o v e re d  i t  he  
h e ld  t h e  v iew  t h a t  u n i v e r s a l i t y  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  o b j e c t i v e .  I n  
t h e  Cr i t i q u e  o f  P u re  R eason  h e  h a s  shown t h a t  t h e  c o n c e p ts  o f  
th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  a re  u n i v e r s a l l y  v a l i d .  He h a s  p o in te d  o u t
t h a t  o u r- .u n d e rs ta n d in g  p ro d u ce s  c e r t a i n  •ob^ectAv-e  u n i v e r s a l l y
cAty. <>■'. ■ '- fa
n e c e s s a ry  r u l e s .  They a r e  n e c e s s a ry  b e c a u se  t h e y  a r e  th e  
u n iv e r s a l  c o n d i t io n s  o f  .o b je c tiv e  d epe?>deiioo^ He h a s  a l s o  shown 
t h a t  i t  i s  th o  f a c u l t y  o f  ’Judgm ent w hich e n a b le s  u s  t o  a p p ly  
th o s e  u n iv e r s a l  c o n c e p ts  t o  th e  m a n ifo ld  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  I n t u i t i o n s .  
\^In th e  C r i t iq u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l  R eason  i t  h a s  b e e n  p roved  t h a t  th e  
human mind employs a l s o  u n iv e r s a l  p r a c t i c a l  c o n c e p ts  w hich  a r e  
p ro d u ced  by  S e a so n . The d i f f e r e n c e  betw een  u n iv e r s a l  c o n c e p ts  
o f  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and u h iv e rs& l c o n c e p ts  o f  Reas on i s  t h a t
Qj\£>
th e  l a t t e r  a c t u a l l y  p ro d u ce  th e  p a rtic ifL a rs  w hich  eae  Judged  to
n-s iA^~e fa i, ^
be in s ta n c e s  o f t h e  u n iv e r s a l  r u l e .  *c -irave  nnpn qbovo t h a t  J 
Kant h o ld s  t l i a t  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  m o ra l a c t io n  i s  f u l l y  d e te rm in e d  
by th e  u n iv e r s a l  m ora l c o n c e p ts .  We have  a ls o  s e e n  t h a t  h e
usb o lio v e s  t h a t  h ie -  pow er o f  p r a c t i c a l  Judgm oit w hich  e n a b le s
( 0  0 T / \  f f o  of- ' t - t  S t - J y ^  t / i , v ' e  (*«.■'£.( " fa
tfajL cfafae~v~e
t o  r e f e r  p a r t i c u l a r  a c t io n s  to  u n i v e r s a l  p r a c t i c a l  c o n c e p ts
(isee above ^
I t  i s  c o m p a ra t iv e ly  e a sy  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  how t h e o r e t i c a l  
judgm en ts c a n  c la im  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y .  F o r  th e y  c a n  r e l y  
upon o b je c t iv e  concep ts^  and once t h e  o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y  o f
t h e s e  c o n c e r t s  h as b e e n  e s t a b l i s h e d  i t  c a n  b e  show n t h a t  th o
judgm en ts w hich  make u se  o f  them  a r e  u n i v e r s a l l y  v a l i d .  Whore
/U „ V -e  ( - v P - j  .
i s —nothin?-- •o l-^ e - to -b o -d o n e -th n n  t o  show t h a t  t h e  hum an-w i l l  '“W  
p o s s e s s e s  a f a c u l t y  o f  a p p ly in g  u n i v e r s a l  c o n c e p ts  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  
c a s e s .  I t  h a s  been -shew n  i n  t h e  f i r s t  two C r i t i q u e s  t h a t  t h i s  
i s  a c t u a l l y  t h e  c a s e .  We p o s s e s s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  t h e o r e t i c a l
■ ’/ i.j-xvt/* _ j  -
-tb j -oet  and  a  f a c u l t y  o f  p r a c t i c a l  ju d g m e n t. \b o w -i« .th o  Cr i t d -quo
Ol 7  k*. (XUXf t._p q/  v 0 i-v*• vf /-£•
o f  Judgin6nt"1±i n t  d i sc ov e r s  t h a t  th o  human m ind c a n  v iew  th e  
r e l a t i o n  betw een  p a r t i c u l a r s  and  u n iv e r s a l s  i n  y e t  a n o th e r  way.
I n  th e  I n t r o d u c t io n  t o  t h e  C r i t i q u e e-i- - T-udgmont K ant h a s  e x -
p la in e d  t h a t  th e se --event-8—a r e - a . priori n e c e s s a ry  s u b j e c t iv e
p r i n c i p l e  o f  reflexion. I t - h ^e b e e n  r ro v ed ---th a t“This p r i n c i p l e
i s  assum ed by th e  fec414-ty- o f  Judgm ent d e s p i te  t h e  f a c t  t h a t
t h e r e  a r e  no o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p ts  w h ich  would j u s t i f y  i t .  The
same h o ld s  f o r  a l l  r e f l e c t i v e  ju d g m e n ts^ b u t p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r
a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents w hich a r e  p u r e ly  s u b j e c t iv e  and  a l t o g e t h e r
in d e p e n d e n t o f  c o n c e p ts .  The-.problem  v h ie h  i s  r a i s e d  by  K ant 
I'/Jt. i i\M c\,~jz
i n  th e  s e c t i o n  ie  w ith o u t -the  -oifte  h e re  c o n ce rn e d  i s :  How c a n  a
p u r e ly  s u b je c t iv e  ( a e s t h e t i c )  judgm ent l a y  c la im  to  u n iv e r s a l  
As
v a l i d i t y ?  i t  h a s  a l r e a d y  b e e n  s t a t e d  tfe e t a l l  o u r judgm ents 
a b o u t b e a u ty  a c t u a l l y  c la im ^ u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  a n d a ls o  t h a t  t o  
e x p la in  how th e y  c a n  do so  i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  d i f f i c u l t  i n  v iew  o f  
th e  f a c t  t h a t  o u r a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents ab o u t t h e  p le a s a n t  do i n
(•vC>
■a-way  In v o lv e ^ su c h  ^ c l a i m .  I t  i s  m ost c u r io u s  t h a t  i t  n e v e r  
o ccu rs  t o  us to  r e g a rd  them  as • n y th in g  b u t p u r e ly  i n d iv i d u a l  
judgm ents and  t h i s ,  " d e s p i te  th e  f r e q u e n t  a c t u a l  p r e v a le n c e  o f  
c o n s id e r a b !  co n sen su s o f  g e n e r a l  o p in io n  even  i n  t h e s e  j u d g m e n t s . '  
9 * 4 ) .
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~Vhe v e ry  o p p o s i te  h o ld s  f o r  o u r  ju d g m en ts  a b o u t b e a u ty .
JSvon i f  ev ery b o d y  e l s e  d i s a g r e e s  w i th  -«y Judgm ent by  n o -n s  
o f  h ic h  I  c a l l  a  t h in g  b e a u t i f u l ,  I  b o l io v e  t h a t  I  a n  r i g h t  
and  th e y  a r e  v/rong. When I  Judge a  t h in g  to  b e  b e a u t i f u l  I  
a n  c o n v in c ed  t h a t  e v e ry b od y - e l s e  ough t t o  do th o  s a n e .  I t  v jould  
n e v e r  -n te r  i n t o  anyone’ s head  to  u se  t h e  e x p re s s io n  ’b e a u t i f u l*
i f  h e  d id  n o t  mean b y - th in  t h a t  ev ery o n e  e l s e  ough t t o  c a l l  i t
b e a u t i f u l  a l s o .  I t  i s  c u i t e  obv ious t h a t  w h e rev e r d i f f e r e n t
in d iv id u a l s  d i s a g r e e  a b o u t b e a u ty , th e y  n e v e r  q u e s t io n  - th a t  ^vc
u n iv e r s a l  p r i n c i p l e  c f  t h e i r  Jud g m en ts , xhey  ta k e  i t  f o r  g r a n te d  
a re
t h a t  t h : » e / o b j e c t s  w hich  ev ery o n e  ought t o  Judge t o  b e  b e a u t i f u l ,  
t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  p r i n c i p l e  r e c o r d in g  t o  w hich  i t  c a n  b e  d e c id e d  
w h e th er an  o b je c t  i s  b e a u t i f u l  o r  n o t .  They a r e  i n  d is a g re e m e n t 
o n ly  ab o u t t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e ,  a b o u t v /h e th e r th o  o b je c t  b e f o r e  
them  a c t u a l l y  p o s s e s s e s  t h e  u n i v e r s a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ,  b e a u ty .
B ut t h a t  t h e r e  i s  su ch  a  th in g  as b e a u ty  t h a t  some th in g s  o u g h t . 
to  b e  Judged b e a u t i f u l  and  o th e r s  ought b> j-^d y d  ^ ^  th e y  do n o t  
c a l l  i n  q u e s t io n .
As th o  u n i v e r s a l i t y  w hich  i s  c la im e d  by o u r Judgm ents a b o u t
tv*- A.'-vt, t-Avy
th e  b e a u t i f u l  i s  i n  no way- o b j e c t i v e ,  -o in e -e- i n  m aking su c h  Judg ­
m ents v/e a r e  n o t a t  a l l  co n ce rn e d  w i th  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  o b je c t  
b u t  m ere ly  demand t h a t  t h e  same p le a s u r e  o r  p a in  ought t o  be  
f e l t  by  e v e ry o n e^ th e  u n i v e r s a l i t y  w hich i s  i m p l i c i t  i n  o u c h  Ju d g ­
m ents may be g iv e n  a  s p e c i a l  nam e, nam ely , common v a l i d i t y  
(G o m e in g u e lt lg h e i t)"vdiich d e n o te s  th o  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  R e fe re n c e  
c f  a  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  n o t t o  t h e  c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t y ,  b u t  to  th e  
f e e l i n g  o f  p le a s u r e  and  p a in  f o r  e v e ry  s u b j e c t . ” ( C .o f  J . £ 1 4 ^
I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  f i n d  a n  a p p r o p r ia te  r e n d e r in g  f o r  th e  
German G e m e ln g u e l t lg k e l t . h r .  l l e r o d i th  t r a n s l a t e s  i t  by  " g e n e ra l  
v a l i d i t y " .  B ut t h i s  seems t o  me m is le a d in g . F o r  a c c o rd in g  to  
Kant " g e n e ra l  v a l i d i t y "  i s  th e  v a l i d i t y  v h ic h  b e lo n g s  t o  o u r 
e m p ir ic a l  Judgm ents. A Judgm ent i s  s a id  t o  b e  g e n e r a l l y  v a l i d
So Aw'
when i t  h o ld s  i n  m ost c a s e s  o r  i n  a l l  e a s e s  w hich  h a v e ^ b e e n  -e-e- 
S e #  o b se rv e d . The c la im  w hich  i s  made by  o u r a e s t h e t i c  ju d g ­
m ents o ft- th  e ■ o t h er  hand - i s  o f  a n  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  k in d .  The 
o n ly  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw een  th e  u n i v e r s a l i t y  -wMe h - t e  im p lie d  i n
o u r l o g i c a l  judgm ents and t h e  u n i v e r s a l i t y  im p lie d  i n  out* a  a s -
•
t h o t i c  judgm ents i s  t h a t  t h e  fo rm e r  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  o b j e c t ,  t h e
l a t t e r  t o  t h e  s u b je c t  and  h i s  f e e l i n g s .  S in c e  o u r a e s t h e t i c
judgm ents demand t h a t  o v a ry  s u b j e c t  m rtv rrm rrtiy  ough t to  t a k e
th e  same p l e a s u r e  i n  th o  o b je c t^  th e  v a l i d i t y  c la im e d  b y  su c h
judgm en ts i s  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  fro m  th e  v a l i d i t y  w hich  we a s s ig n
to  o u r e m p ir ic a l  judgm ents ( g e n e r a l  v a l i d i t y ) .  j>T he w h o le  c u e s * *
t i o n  seeing t o  me h o -e v e r  n o t  o f  much im p o r ta n c e . F o r  K ant goes 
^  tb-t.
on to  d i s t i n g u i s h  betw een  ^ o b je c t iv e  u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  w hich
b e lo n g s  t o  o u r l o g i c a l  judgm ents and  s u b j e c t iv e  u n i v e r s a l  v a l ­
i d i t y  w hich b e lo n g s  t o  o u r a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n ts . T h is  i s  much
O. Q
c l e a r  o r j  ~ o r- t h e  te rm s u se d  i n d i c a t e  a t  once t h a t  b o th  ju d g ­
m ents c la im  u n iv e r s a l  v a l id i ty ^  w ith  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  t h a t  l o g i c a l  
judgm ents c la im  t h a t  ev ery o n e  ought t o  a s c r ib e  t h e  same p r o p e r t i e s
t/5ffcAi 0.-0
to  th e  o b je c t  . ^ a e s t h e t i c  j  dgmonts c la im  that- ev ery o n e  o u g h t t o
ta k e  th o  same p le a s u r e  i n  t h e  o b j e c t s .
K ant goes on t o  e x p la in  t h a t  o b j e c t iv e  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y
in c lu d e s  s u b je c t iv e  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y ^ b u t  t h a t  s u b j e c t iv e
u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  does n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  in d lu d e  o b je c t iv e  u n iv e r s a l  
/Ait
v a l i d i t y .  :-*w*tr*s own e x p la n a t io n  o f  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  somewhat
o b sc u re  b u t I  t h in k  i t  i s  c o m p a ra tiv e ly  -s im p le t o  se e  w hat h e
m eans. A l o g i c a l  judgm ent w hich i s  b a se d  upon o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p ts
t h e  t r u t h  o f  w hich  c a n  be e s t a b l i s h e d  i s  v a l i d  f o r  a l l  ju d g in g  
f’UM i f
s u b j e c t s .  The:-- a l l  h a v o - to  make th e  same ju d g m en t. An a e s ­
t h e t i c  judgm ent^w hich  i s  n o t c o n ce rn ed  w ith  t h e  o b je c t  a t  a l l  c a n  
o f c o u rs e  n o t c la im  o b je c t iv e  v a l i d i t y .  i t s  o b j e c t iv e  t r u t h  
c an n o t bo e s t a b l i s h e d .  As Kant p u ts  i t ,  a e s t h e t i c  u n i v e r s a l i t y  
does n o t J o in  th e  p r e d ic a te  o f b e a u ty  to  th e  c o n c e p t o f  an  ob j e c t
t a k e n  i n  i t s  e n t i r e  l o g i c a l  s p h e r e .  And y e t^ e x t  ends t h i s  p r e d i ­
c a t e  o v e r th o  w hole s p h e re  o f  ju d g in g  s u b j e c t s ,
A e s th e t ic  judgm en ts a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e i r  o b je c t  i n  a  
v e r y  l im i t e d  s e n s e .  T hey  a r e  c o n c e rn e d  w i th  n o th in g  b u t  th e  
ju d g in g  s u b j e c t s  end t h e i r  f e e l i n g s  * b o u t t h e  o b j e c t ,  I t
fo l lo w s  t h a t  s u b j e c t iv e  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  ( v a l i d i t y  f o r  a l l
5 th
ju d  in g  eb^-ecttr) does n o t in c lu d e  o b je c t iv e  u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i ty ^  
w hereas th e  o b j e c t iv e  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  o f l o g i c a l  judgm en ts 
In c lu d e s  s u b je c t iv e  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y .
K ant th e n  e x p la in s  t h a t  a l l  judgm en ts o f  t a s t e  a s  r e g a r d s
t h e i r  l o g i c a l  Q u a n t i ty  a r e  s i n g u l a r  ju d g m e n ts . A judgm en t o f
it'd ci LA.r^
t a s t e  i s  c o n ce rn ed  w i th  n o th in g  bjct th e  ^ in g u fe r-0" o b je c t  w hich  
i s  ju d g e d , A lo g ic a l ,  judgm ent com pares a  g iv e n  o b je c t  w ith
o th e r  o b je c ts  and  d e te rm in e s  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  by  means o f  c o n c e p ts .  
I n  o rd e r  t o  ju d g e  a n  o b je c t  a e s t h e t i c a l l y  we m ust r e p r e s e n t  i t  
im m e d ia te ly  t o  o u r f e e l i n g  o f  p le a s u r e  o r  p a in ,  w ith o u t  u s in g  
u n iv e r s a l  c o n c e p ts .  I t  ijg o f  c o u rs e  p o s s ib l e  t o  make a  l o g i c a l  
judgm ent o u t o f  s e v e r a l  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents w h ich  a r e  com pared 
w ith  each  o th e r .  F o r  in s ta n c e  we may judge.; Hoses  a r e  b e a u t i f u l  
b e c a u se  e v e ry  t im e  we have  s e e n  a  r o s e  we h av e  fo u n d  i t  b e a u t i f u l .  
I t  i s  how ever obv iuus t h a t  t h i s  i s  no lo n g e r  an  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g ­
ment b u t  a  l o g i c a l  judgm ent w hich i s  d e r iv e d  fro m  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g ­
m ents w hich we have  p r e v io u s ly  made. The u n i v e r s a l i t y  w h ich  t h a t
a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent p o s s e s s e s  i s  n o t  a  l o g i c a l  b u t  a n  a e s t h e t i c  
^s.
q u a n t i t y ."  -For ev ery  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent i s  c o n c e rn e d  w ith  a^v 
ib-citsnrUu?!? vtxbui
-s in g u l a r  objoct^-andr t h e  u n i v e r s a l i t y  w hieh  i t  c la im s  i s  v a l i d i t y
f o r  everyone who ju d g es  th o  same o b j e c t .  An a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent
Oo
does n o t  com pare th e  o b je c t  w ith  o th e r  o b j e c t s , ~Mke th e  u n i v e r s a l  
,  do
l o g io a l  Judgments^. I t  does n o t  c la im  o b je o t iv o  u n i v e r s a l i t y  b u t  
m erely  s u b je c t iv e  v a l i d i t y .  I t  demands th a t  every o th e r  su b je c t
o u g h t t o  tcJco th o  s a n e t lo a o u r o  i n  t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  t h i s  
p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t .
From th o  f a c t  t h a t  judgm en ts o f  t a s t e  a r e  e n t i r e l y  in d e p e n ­
d e n t  o f  o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p ts ,  i t  fo l lo w s  t h a t  t h e r e  c a im o t ho any 
r a l e  a c c o rd in g  to  w h ich  anyone can  h e  co m p e lle d  t o  r e c o g n is e  a  
p a r t i c u l a r  o b je c t  a s  b e a u t i f u l .  be  c a n n o t c a l l  a  t h in g  b e a u ­
t i f u l  u n l e s s  v;o t r h o  p l e a s u r e  i n  i t  j u s t  as i f  o u r  judgm ent 
depended on s e n s a t i o n .  !To one c a n  c o n v in c e  us t h a t  a n  o b je c t
i s  b e a u t i f u l  w h ich  wo do n o t  f e e l  t o  be s o .  And y e t  we b e l i e v e  
e v e ry  tim e  wo -e re  _ jfetgaasg a n  o b je c t  to  bo b e a u t i f u l  t h a t  wo -are-
< a _  i t .  p ' a  < -  ' f i x  >  j i s ' M . r l / ,  C  >■ - u .  ,& & u »
w i t h  a  luJ . v e r s a l - V o i r e e “ i*a l—voi o / - ^ ^ / - /  /o  .
//&'■UL _ '  '•
"T hose- now, v;e racy t h a t  n o th in g  i s  p o s t u l a t e d  i n
t h o  judgm ent o f  ta n  t o  b u t  su c h  a  u n iv e r s a l  v o ic e  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  
d e l ig h t  t h a t  i t  i s  n o t m e d ia te d  by  c o n c e p ts ;  c o n s e q u e n tly  o n ly  
t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  an  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent c a p a b le  o f  b o in g  a t  th e  
sam e t im e  deemed v a l i d  f o r  e v e ry o n e . T he judgm ent of t a s t e  i t ­
s e l f  does  n o t j>ov5,Jb>J&. th o  ag reem en t o f  ev ery o n e  ( f o r  i t  i s  
o n ly  co m p e ten t f o r  a  l o g i c a l l y  u n iv e r s a l  judgm ent to  do t h i s ,  i n  
t h a t  i t  i s  a b le  t o  b r i n g  fo rw a rd  reasons'); i t  o n ly  im pu tes cwv)
t h i s  ag reem en t to  everyone  a s  an  in s t a n c e  o f  t h e  r u l e  i n  r e s p e c t  
o f  w hieh . i t  loolcs f o r  c o n f irm a tio n ^ n o t  from  c o n c e p ts  b u t  fro m  th e  
c o n c u rre n c e  o f  o th e r s ,  The u n iv e r s a l  v o ic e  i s ^ th e r e f o r e ^ o n l y  a n  
Id e a  -  r e s t i n g  upon g ro u n d s th o  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  w hich  i s  h e re  
p o s tp o n e d , "  ( C, o f  J . , < 315^
*V'w
The l a s t  s e n te n c e  e x p la in s  why so  f a r  i t  -is- d i f f i c u l t  t o  
u n d e r s t a n d  I ' a n t ’ e a rg u m e n t, 3 u t  I  th iiifc  h i s  g e n e r a l  id e a  i s  
c l e a r  a l r e a d y .  He h o ld s  t h a t  every judgm ent of t a s t e  r e f e r s  t o  
an  i d e a l  r u l e .  H ow over u n c e r t a in  i t  may b e  w h e th e r a  p a r t i c u l a r
judgment i s  i n  f a c t  i n  c o n fo rm ity  w ith  th e  id e a l  r u l e ,  t h e  v e rs o n
ftuo A vsGb.
who c a l l s  a th ing  b e a u t i f u l  r e f e r s  to  4* . i f  he d id  n o t he could
j
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n o t  og.1 1  a  th in g  b e a u t i f u l  a t  a l l .  lY e ry  judgm en t o f  t a s t e  
m ust c la im  s u b j e c t iv e  u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y .  F o r  th o  p e r s o n  ?;ho 
makes i t  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  h e  h a s  6-y-rve. him  a n  i n s t a n c e  o f  a  
r u l e  w hich e v e ry o n e  who ju d g e s  a e s t h e t i c a l l y  r e c o g n is e s  a s  v a l i d  
f o r  h im s e l f .
S e c t io n  9 ,
She problem  w hich i s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  i s :  Seres
_ _  Cfe-So
I n  a  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  ^ th e  f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s u r e  f o l lo w  o r  p re c e d e
th e  e s tim a tin g : (B o u r te i lu n g )  o f  t h e  o b je c t?
" AvWt
B e fo re  d e a l in g  w i th  K an t’ s a rgum en t i n  d e t a i l ,  I  h av e  to
e x p la in  th e  te rm  " u n iv e r s a l  co m m u n icab ility "^  w h ich  K ant u s e s  i n  
t h i s  s e c t i o n .  K ant h o ld s  t h a t  o u r judgm en ts o f f a s t o  r e s t  upon 
th o  a ssu m p tio n  t h a t  a  s t a t e  o f  m ind w hich acco m p an ies  a r e p r e s e n ­
t a t i o n  c a n  be u n i v e r s a l l y  com m unicated . I t  i s  r a t h e r  u n f o r tu n ­
a t e  t h a t  t h e  German e x p re s s  ions "H i t t  e i l b a r k o l t " < c o m m u n ie a b lli ty )
(
and "H i t to i lu n g s f a e h lg lc e l t !t ( c a p a c i ty  f o r  b e in g  com m unicated) 
r a t h e r  s u g g e s t  t h a t  one i n d iv id u a l  s h o u ld  bo  c a p a b le  o f  l o t t i n g  
a n o th e r  know p r e c i s e l y  w hat h i s  s t a t e  o f  mind i s .  I n  t h e  c a s e  
o f  a  judgm ent o f t a s t e  t h i s  w ould mean t h a t  t h e  p le a s u r e  w hich  
i 3  f o l t^  o r t h e  s t a t e  o f  mind o f  w hich  t h i s  p l e a s u r e  i s  a n  e n u re s  -  
s io n y jo u ld  be a c c u r a t e ly  d e s c r ib e d  so  a s  t o  e n a b le  one p e r s o n  t o  
o x p la in  t o  a n o th o r  p e rs o n  th o  p r e c i s e  n a tu r e  o f  h i s  f e e l i n g s  and  ihe 
c o n d i t io n s  on w hich  th e y  r e s t .  But K an t do os n o t r e a l l y  no an  
t h i s .  A l l  h e  m aa n s^ th a t t h e  f e e l i n g s  o f  th o  two p e rs o n s  a r e  
i d e n t i c a l  i n  c h a r a c t e r .  I n  s p i t e  o f  t h i s  i t  re m a in s  im p o s s ib le  
t o  d o s c r ib e  th e n  a c c u r a t e l y .  F o r  £*** th ls ^  o b j e c t iv e  c o n c e p ts  
would b e  re c ju iro d ^ n n d , a s  we know a l r e a d y ,  ju d g a e n ts  o f  t a s t e  
c an n o t b e  d e te rm in e d  by  o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p ts .  We c a n n o t d e s c r ib e
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t h a  s t a t e  o f  a iafl. w h ich  ‘b r in e s  thorn a b o u t <*a te r io s  o f  o b j e c t iv e
c o n c e p ts .  O nly  i f  V;o go a i d  do th is^w o /'co u ld 'l i n p a r t  t o  a n o th o r
p e rs o n ^ .’h y  we t a k e  p lo r .su ro  i n  t h e  o b je e t^ u n d  why h o  o u g h t t o  do
th o  gp.mej j u s t  an i n  th o  c a s e  o f  a  l o g i c a l  judgm ent we c a n  s t a t e
why wo a t t r i b u t e  c e r t a i n  o b j e c t iv e  p r o p o r t io n  to  th o  o b jec t^  and 
K
why everyone  e l s e  ough t t o  do t h o  s a n e ,
I  w i l l  now b e g i n m y  e x p o s i t i o n  o f  K a n t’ s  a r g u n e n t . I f  
vo  a s s o r t e d  t h a t  t h e  p l e a s u r e  w hich  we t a k e  i n  th o  o b je c t  p r o -
tv* U,J.v''6vT<
coded o u r  ju d g in g  o f  i t  a n d ^ e t  a t t r i b u t e d  u n i v e r s a l  co o m u n ica- 
b i l i t y  t o  o u r ju d g m en t, su c h  a n  a s s e r t i o n  would b e  a b s u rd  and  
s e l f - c o n t r a d ic to r y * .  ^?or i n  t h a t  c a s e  t h e  p le a s u r e  w ould  b e  p r e ­
c i s e l y  t h e  same a s  th o  p le a s u r e  w h ich  wo t a k e  i n  t h e  p l e a s a n t .
How i t  h a s  b een  s t a t e d  a l r e a d y  t h a t  t h e  p le a s u r e  i n  t h e  p l e a s a n t  
i n  s t r i c t l y  i n d iv id u a l  and  p r i v a t e ,  The r e l a t i o n  b e tw ee n  th e  
o b je c t  w h ich  we ju d g e  to  b e  p l e a s a n t  and  o u r s e lv e s  i s  t h e  r e l a t i o n
b e tw een  a  p a r t i c u l a r  o b je c t  and  a p a r t i c u l a r  p e rs o n ^ . W hether 
CtWr, m Ztf-e, iU i f<£*i ' ,f
th e  ■ a r t i c u l a r  p e rs o n  p le a s u r e  o r  doorj' n o t  o h t i r e l y
on h i ;  i n d iv id u a l  n a tu r e .  Our p le a s u r e  i n  t h e  p le a s a n t  i s  o n -
UNc
t i r c l y  jDc^u^v^ , .;0 e i t h e r  f e e l  i t  o r  do n o t f o o l - i t^ a n d  i t
w ould b e  r  d ie u lc u s  to  demand o f  a n o th e r  p e rs o n  t h a t  h e  ough t t o  
f e e l  t h e  earae p l e a s u r e .  The f e e l i n g  o f  on o a n t  n e ss  i s  p ro d u ced  
by th e  o b jo c t  I t s e l f  a s  i t  i s  g iv e n  to  a  p a r t i c u l a r  p e rs o n  and
0~lw/ w^ -vvt HaJ~ (VUg J
judge^ c e r t a i n  o b je c ts  - to -b e  p le a s a n t  i s  n o th in g  b u t  th e  
r e s u l t  o f  th o  -p leasu re  w h ich  we f e e l .  I t  i s  e n t i r e l y  d ep en d en t 
on i t  and  i t  i s  im p o s s ib le  to  demand o f  o th e r s  t h a t  th e y  s h o u ld  
ag roo  w ith  u s .
From t h i s  i t  fo l lo w s  t h a t  w hat can. bo c o n s id e re d  u n i v e r s a l l y  
comm unicable and  u n i v e r s a l l y  v a l i d  i n  a  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  c a n n o t 
to  th e  p le a s u r e  w hich i s  f e l t  b u t  th e  s p e c i f i c  s t a t e  o f  m ind o f  
w hich th e  p le a s u r e  i s  m ere ly  a  conse-inonce . I t  i s  a t  l e a s t  n o t
X b Z  .
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a b su rd  to  any:  I n  r o p r o a a n t in g  t h i s  ob j a e t  t o  m y ao lf  I  boresso 
aw are o f  a  s p e c i f i c  a tab©  o f  m ind, T h is  g iv e s  mo p l e a s u r e ,  
iv o ry  one a l s o  i n  r e p r e s e n t i n g  th o  o b je c t  t o  thorns e lv  os w i l l  
f i n d  thorns © Ives i n  th o  same s t a t e  o f  m ind , and  oohsoq.uon.tiir w i l l  
f o o l  th e  sam e p io a s u r o ,  The p le a s u r e  w hich  I  f e e l  i s  u n i v e r s a l ­
l y  com m unicable b e c a u s e  t h e  s t a t e  o f m ind w h ich  p ro d u c e s  i t  i s  
u n iv e r s a l ly  o oiam u.iicablo .
But h e r e  a r i s e s  a  d i f f i c u l t y .  Ho s t a t e  o f  m ind c a n  bo 
A
c o n s id e re d  t o  bo  u n i v e r s a l l y  com m unicable e x c e p t s u c h  a s  h a s  
some r e f e r e n c e  to  know ledge . I t  i s  c l e a r  why a n  o b je c t iv e
c o g n i t io n  i s  u n i v e r s a l l y  com m unicab le , 1 . o . hy i t  c a n  b e  
im p a r te d  #a*«m one p e rs o n  to  o th e r s  .... (s fe J y L t pn.}
^thr-is—oasy--rto—&eo-why t h i c  muBt--ho-&o r^  t h e  human m in i 
p o sse o so s  two a ou rcos o f  c o g n i t io n ,  n am ely , t h e  im a g in a t io n  w h ich
e n a b le s  i t  t o  a p p reh en d  a  m a n ifo ld  o f g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n s ,  an d  th o
u n d e rs ta n d in g  w hich e n a b le s  i t  t o  d o t  erm ine  t h i s  m a n ifo ld  by
A t
naans o f  c o n c e p ts ,  -So f a r  a s  o u r  l o g i c a l  judgm en ts t ire  c o n -
t-V-v
c o rn e d  o u r f a c u l t i e s  o f  c o g n i t io n  s t a n d  o n  a  d e f i n i t e  o b j e c t iv e
r e l a t i o n  and  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  s t a t e  o f  m ind i n  w hich  d i f f o r -
o u t p e rs o n s , make su c h  judgm en ts w a l l  bo  i d e n t i ca l . The
re a s o n  i s  t h a t  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  t h e i r  c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t i e s  i s  a
d e te rm in a te  one .
The d i f f i c u l t y  r e g a rd in g  th e  judgm ents o f  t a s t e  !e t h a t
s in c e  th e y  e r e  e n t i r e l y  s u b j e c t iv e  and a r e  in d ep e n d en t o f  any
c o n c e p ts  th o  ju d g in g  s u b je c t  i t s e l f  cazm t  know what t h e  s t a t e  
is
o f mind art w hich makes him ju d g e  a n  o b je c t  t o  be b e a u t i f u l .  And 
y e t  t h e r e  m ust be  some r e f e r e n c e  to  c o g n it io n ^  ^oz* o therw ise  
ho u n iv e rsa l v a l id i ty  could  bo claim ed f o r  th e  judgment a t  a l l .  
"Nothing, however, i s  capable of being u n iv e rs a lly  communicated 
but c o g n itio n  ahd r e p re s e n ta t io n  so  f a r  os ap p u rten an t to  c o g n itio n
I'o r  i t  i s  o n ly  a s  -they  a p p u r te n a n t  t h a t  t h o  r e p r o s o n t a t i o n  i s
ipd-c-i'Si.
o b j e c t i v e ,  and  i t  i s  t h i s  a l ong t h a t  g iv e s  i t  a  u n i v e r s a l  p o in t  
oi* r e f e r e n c e  w i th  w h ich  th e  pow er o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  e v e ry o n e  
i s  o b l ig e d  to  h a rm o n is e . I f  j th o n ^ th e  d o te m in in g  g ro u n d  o f  th e  
judgm ent a s  to  t h i s  u n i v e r s a l  c o m m u n ic a b ili ty  o f  th o  r e p r e s e n ­
t a t i o n  i s  t o  b e  m oro ly  s u b j e c t i v e ,  t h a t  i s  t o  s a y ,  i s  t o  bo
C ' . -  ' . • ■ r X r . - i .  • , ' t u i l
c o n c e rn e d  independently o f  any  c o n c e p t o f  th o  o b j e c t ,  i t  c a n  be
n o th in g  e l s e  th a n  th e  m e n ta l s t a t e  t h a t  p r e s e n t s  i t s e l f  i n  th e
m u tu a l r e l a t i o n  o f t h e  pow ers o f r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  so  f a r  a s  th e y
tb
r e f e r  a g iv e n  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  c o g n i t io n  i n  g e n e r a l . ” ( C .o f  J . 
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I  w i l l  t r y  to  e x p la in  t h i s .  We have  o f t e n  s e e n  t h a t  i t  i s  
Kantian d o c t r in e  th a t  e v e ry  o b je c t iv e  c o g n i t i o n  i s  due  t o  two 
s u b j e c t iv e  s o u r c e s ,  two pow ers o f  t h e  m ind , n am ely , im a g in a t io n  
w hich ap p reh en d s  t h e  m a n ifo ld  o f  i n t u i t i o n s ,  i , e .  b r in g s  thorn 
t o g e t h e r ,  and  (b )  u n d e rs ta n d in g  w h ich  u n i t e s  them  by  moans o f  
c o n c e p ts .  How b a n t  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h i s  c a n n o t a p p ly  t o  o u r ju d g ­
m en ts o f  t a s t e  owing to  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e y  a r c  in d e p e n d e n t o f
( • v f v A .  i U - -
concepts^  and  i t  i s  o n ly  c o n c e p ts  «e3ee-§*XK<\Mt to  b o  c e r t a i n  
o f  th e  f a c t  t h a t  a  m a n ifo ld  o f  g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n s  w h ich  we a p p re ­
h en d  i s  s u b je c t  to  d e te rm in a te  r u l e s ,  w h ich  i a s ^ C J j L t 
how K a n t’s  argum ent c o n c e rn in g  o u r judgm ents -of « W "  b e a u ty  
i s  t h a t  when we ju d g e  a n  o b je c t  to  bo b e a u t i f u l  we do so  on  th e  
g round  t h a t  th e  m a n ifo ld  o f  i n t u i t i o n s  g iv e n  to  us i s  n o t a  
d i s o r d e r l y  m a n ifo ld , t h a t  t h e r e  i s  some p r i n c i p l e  o f  o rd e r  
i m p l i c i t  i n  i t  w hich u n i te s  th o  p a r t s  o f  th o  m a n ifo ld , IVe do n o t  
know why t h i s  i s  th e  c a s e .  We m ere ly  f e e l  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  some 
h in d  o f  r e g u l a r i t y  p r e s e n t  i n  o u r o b j e c t .  i n  becom ing aw are o f  
t h i s  we f e e l  t h a t  th e  f a c u l t y  o f more a p p re h e n s io n , t h e  f a c u l t y  
by means o f  which v/e c o l l e c t  i n t u i t i o n s  w ith o u t b e in g  c o n ce rn e d
a b o u t w h e th e r  th e y  a r e  i n  any  way r e l a t e d  t o  e ac h  o t h e r ,  
nam ely  im a g in a t io n ,  h a rm o n ise s  i n  some i n d e f i n i t e  m anner 
w ith  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g .
Why do we r e f e r  o u r r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  t o  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g ?
The answ er is t h a t  i n  r e p r e s e n t i n g  th e  o b je c t  t o  o u r s e lv e s  
we become aware of tho fact t h a t  th e  m a n ifo ld  b e f o r e  u s  i s  
not a mere manifold, -that—It is d e te rm in e d  by some k in d  o f
r u l e .  What this rule is we ao n o t know. W aith e r a r e  we
c o n ce rn ed  a b o u t i t .  t h e  knowing s u b je c t  t o  b e  e n a b le d  to  
a c q u ir e  o b j e c t iv e  knowledge^ depends upon tw o " s u b j e c t iv e  
c o n d i t io n s 1' , nam ely , im a g in a t io n  and u n d e r s ta n d in g . When i t
t-Aa.u.
makes a l o g i c a l  judgm ent th e s e  c o g n i t i v e  pow ers a r e  r e s t r i c t e d !  
to  a particular r u l e  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g .  When i t  makes 
a n  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent i t  m ere ly  f o o l s  t h a t  th e y  a r e  i n  some 
su c h  i n d e f i n i t e  r e l a t i o n ,  t h a t  th e y  h a rm o n ise  w i th  e ac h  o t h e r ,  
h u t  -se re  i n  r e p r e s e n t in g  th e  o b je c t  t o  o u r s e lv e s  we do n o t
e v e r  aim  a t  h a v in g  know ledge o f i t ,  we c a n  become aw are o f
n o th in g  more th a n  t h a t  i n  r e p r e s e n t in g  t h o - ob j c ot  t o  o u r s e lv e s  
we f i n d  th e  pow ers o f  c o g n i t io n  in  some in d e te rm in a b le  harm ony 
w ith  each  o t h e r .  How t h a t  th e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  c o g n i t io n  sh o u ld
h a rm o n ise  w i th  e -c h  o th e r  i s  a l s o  th e  c o n d i t io n  o f  o b je c t iv e
S ’
know ledge. Tho -eb^ect c a n  h av e  no know ledge o f  a n  o b je c t  a t
Aa
a l l  u n le s s  -ib  r e l a t e s  h i s  im a g in a t io n  and h i s  u n d e rs ta n d in g  to  
each  o th e r .  O b je c t iv e  know ledge -how ever depends a l s o  on 
d e f i n i t e  r u l e s  o f t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g ,, t o  bo en­
a b le d  to  ju d g e  a n  o b je c t  t o  be  b e a u t i f u l  t h e r e  i s  r e q u i r e d  nofthg.
0
more th a n  " th e  f e e l i n g  o f  th e  f r e e  p la y -"" o f  th e  pow ers of 
r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  i n  a g iv e n  r e p re s e n ta t io n  f o r  a  c o g n itio n  in  
g e n e r a l . "  (C. of J . , 217J/I)
Kant argues th a t  s in c e  every d e te rm in ate  c o g n itio n  r e s t s
upon a  c e r t a in  r e l a t i o n  betw een th e  im ag in a tio n  and th e  
understand ing  as i t s  s u b je c tiv e  c o n d itio n , i t  can  and i n  f a c t  
must be presupposed th a t  t h e i r  in d e f in i t e  and m erely  sub­
je c t iv e  r e l a t i o n  i e - th e f f r e e  play^. i s  u n iv e r s a l ly  v a l id  and 
communicable, i , e ^  th a t  d i f f e r e n t  s u b je c ts  in  re p re s e n tin g  
th e  same o b je c t to  them selves w i l l  be in  e x a c tly  th e  same 
s t a t e  of m ind^that th ey  w i l l  a l l  become conscious o f - th e  
harmonious r e l a t i o n  between t h e i r  powers o f  c o g n itio n ,
"As th e  s u b je c tiv e  u n iv e rs a l  oom m unicability  of th e  mode 
of r e p re s e n ta t io n  in  a judgment o f t a s t e  i s  to  s u b s is t  a p a r t  
from  th e  p re su p p o s itio n  of any d e f in i t e  co n cep t, i t  can be 
no th ing  e ls e  th a n  th e  m ental s t a t e  p re se n t in  th e  f r e e  p la y  
o f  im ag in a tio n  and understand ing  (so  f a r  as th e s e  a re  i n  m utifjai; 
acco rd , as i s  r e q u i s i t e  f o r  c o g n itio n  in  g e n e ra l) : f o r  we a re
conscious th a t  t h i s  su b je c tiv e  r e l a t i o n  s u i ta b le  f o r  a  co g n i-
It i o n  i n  g e n e ra l must be J u s t  as v a l id  fo r  every one, and con­
s e q u e n t ly  as u n iv e rs a l ly  communicable, as i s  any d e term in a te  
c o g n i t io n ,  w hich  always r e s t s  upon t h a t  r e l a t i o n  as i t s  s u b -
* n >
j e c t i v e  o o n d i t io n ."  (C , of J . . .2 1 8 ) ,
"A re p re s e n ta t io n  which i s  s in g u la r  and. independent o f  
com parison w ith  o th e r r e p re s e n ta t io n s ,  and , be ing  such , y e t 
accords w ith  th e  co n d itio n s  o f th e  u n iv e r s a l i ty  th a t  i s  th e  
g e n e ra l concern o f u nderstand ing , i s  one th a t  b r in g s  th e  cog­
n i t i v e  f a c u l t ie s  in to  th a t  p ro p o rtio n a te  accord  which we r e ­
q u ire  f o r  a l l  co g n itio n  and which we th e re fo re  deem v a l id  fo r  
every  one who i s  so c o n s t i tu te d  as to  judge by means of under­
s ta n d in g  and sense c o n jo in tly  ( i . e .  fo r  every man)," (C .o f j . , 
219).
I t  w i l l  be ap p rec ia ted  th a t  th e  s e o tio n  w ith  which we 
a re  h e re  concerned i s  f u l l  of d i f f i c u l t i e s .  But I  th in k  i t  i s
c l e a r  w hat W ant’ s g e n e r a l  id e a  i n .
Tho m ain q u e s t io n  r a i s e d  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  i s :  Does o u r
p le a s u r e  i n  th o  ‘b e a u t i f u l  p re c e d e  o u r ju d g in g  i t  o r  docs i t  
f o l lo w  i t ,  i . e do wo ju d g e  a n  o b je c t  to  h e  b e a u t i f u l  m e re ly  
b e c a u se  i t  g iv e s  us p le a s u r e ?  K ant i s  c o n v in c e d  t h a t  th e  
l a t t e r  i s  im p o s s ib le  on th e  g ro u n d  t h a t  i f  o u r  judgm ent w ere
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b a sed  upon m ere ly  ©b$ee%-ive- p le a s u r e  we c o u ld  n o t  a s c r i b e  t o  
i t  any  u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y .  I n  a  judgm ent w hich  c la im s  
u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  p le a s u r e  t h e  judgment -abeut—th o  ob-jc c t  
m ust p re c e d e  th e  p le a s u r e  w hich  i s  f e l t .  i t - m u s t  be  a  m ere 
co n seq u en ce  o f  so m e th in g  e l s o  o f  some k in d  o f  know ledge .  K ant
I t e J -  f r y *
e x p la in s  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a c t u a l l y  t h e  c a se ^  ^  T M tr i s  why we
c a n  a t t r i b u t e  s u b je c t iv e  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  t o  t h e  ju d g m e n t.
-£ e r  Vfo a r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  p re s u p p o se  t h a t  e v e ry  o th e r  ju d g in g
s u b je c t  w i l l  i n  r e p r e s e n t in g  th e  o b je c t  t o  i t s e l f  become
aw are o f t h e  harm ony o f  i t s  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  and  a s  a 
kjO?£ j
r e s u l t  o f  t h i s ^ f e e l  t h e  s p e c i f i c  k in d  o’ p l e a s u r e  w h ich  i s
c o n n e c te d  w ith  t h i s .
" how t h i s  p u re ly  s u b j e c t iv e  ( a e s t h e t i c )  e s t im a t in g  o f
th e  o b j e c t ,  o r  o f  th e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  th ro u g h  w hich  i t  i s
g iv e n , i s  a n te c e d e n t  t o  th e  p le a s u r e  i n  i t ,  and  i s  t h e  b a s i s
o f  t h i s  p le a s u r e  i n  t h e  harm ony o f  t h e  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s .
A g a in , th e  a b o v e -d e s c r ib e d  u n i v e r s a l i t y  o f th e  s u b je c t iv e
c o n d i t io n s  o f  e s t im a t in g  o b je c ts  fo rm s th e  s o l e  f o u n d a t io n
of t h i s  u n iv e r s a l  s u b je c t iv e  v a l i d i t y  o f  th e  d e l i g h t  w hich
we c o n n e c t xvith th e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  th e  o b je c t  t h a t  we
( 1 )
c a l l  b e a u t i f u l . '*  ( C . o f  J . .  21£$j)
(1 ) I  have n eg lec ted  th e  l a s t  p a r t  of th e  s e c t io n , in  
whioh Kant shows th a t  th e  su b je c tiv e  r e l a t i o n  b e­
tween th e  im ag ination  and th e  understand ing  can
make I t s e l f  knowgfoja — ---------o th er  way th a n  by een -
' aatToiw- For I  have d e a lt  w ith  th i s  argument on 
se v e ra l o ccasions. (See above, ' ,) .
S e c t io n  1 0 .
A t t h e  'b eg in n in g  o f  t h i s  s e c t i o n  K ant g iv e s  a  d e f i n i t i o n  
o f  " p u rp o s e ” and  " p u r p o s iv e n e s s " .  What i t  h a s  t o  do w i th  
th e  o th e r  p r o b l e m  o f  t h e  a e s t h e t i c  judgm en ts re m a in s  t o  b e  
s e e n .  I n  th e  f i r s t  p la c e  we h a v e  to  u n d e rs ta n d  th e  d e f i n -  
i t i o n .  I t  ru n s  a s  f o l lo w s .
"A ^  p u rp o se  i s  th e  o b je c t  o f a  c o n c e p t so  f a r  as th i3  
c o n ce p t i s  r e g a rd e d  a s  th e  c a u se  o f  t h e  o b je c t  ( t h e  r e a l  
ground o f  i t s  p o s s i b i l i t y ) ;  and th e  c a u s a l i t y  o f  a con cep t  
i n  r e sp e c t  o f  i t s  O bject i s  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  (fo rm a f l n a l l s ) ."
(C. o f J . .  2 2 0 ^
/S C I
K ant h im s e lf  sa y s  a b o u t t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  t h a t  i t  -g iv ea  
i n  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  te rm s  w ith o u t r e f e r e n c e  t o  a n y th in g  e m p i r ic a l  
and i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h i s  a c c o u n ts  f o r  i t s  b e in g  fo rm u la te d  
i n  t h e - a e s t  a b s t r a c t  m anner.
I  w i l l  t r y  to  i l l u s t r a t e  i t  b y  means o f a n  exam ple , l o t  
us t a k e  a  judgm ent o f  t h e  k in d :  The p u rp o se  o f t h e  e a r  i s  
h e a r in g .  What do we mean when we m ale  su c h  a  judgm ent?  We
fUa
mean t h a t  t h e  o b je c t  (^ear) w ould n o t e x i s t  b u t  f o r  t h e  fu n c t io n  
w h ich  i t  f u l f i l s .  T h is  f u n c t io n  i s  n o t  a n  o b je c t  o f  s e n s e .
I t  i s  a  c o n te n t  o f  th o u g h t ,  a c o n c e p t.  We assum e t h a t  th e  
o b je c t  w ould n o t e x i s t  w ith o u t  t h i s  c o n c e p t.  The c o n c e p t i s  
i t s  r e a l  g ro u n d . The c a u s a l i t y  o f a c o n ce p t i n  r e s p e c t  o f  
i t s  o b je c t  i s  c a l l e d  " p u rp o s iv e n e s s " .  T h is  a g a in  may b e  
i l l u s t r a t e d  by a n  exam ple . we do n o t  m ere ly  assum e t h a t  
t h e  o b je c t  c o u ld  n o t b e  known by us w ith o u t  d e r iv in g  i t  from  
a c o n c e p t ,  b u t  a l s o  t h a t  th e  o b je c t  w ould n o t  e x i s t  b u t  f o r  
th e  p u rp o se  i t  s e r v o s .  we a s e r ib e ^ to  th e  c o n c e p t (p u rp o s e , 
h e a r in g )  ■a—caUBn l i 'tey. The c o n c e p t h a s  b r o u ^ i t  t h e  o b je c t  
in to  b e in g .  The o b je c t  I s  a  m ere e f f e c t  w hioh owes i t a  e x i s -
2.6 f
to n c e  t o  i t s  i^u rposo . The o b je c t  w ould  n o t  e x i s t  a t  a l l  o r  
a t  l e a s t  i t  w ould  n o t  have  t h e  same fo rm  a3 i t  h a s  b u t  f o r  
t h e  concept w h ic h  i s  to  b e  r e g a rd e d  a s  i t s  r e a l  g ro u n d , 
"where, th e n ,  n o t  t h e  c o g n i t i o n  o f  a n  o b je c t  m e re ly , b u t  t ho 
o b je c t  i t s e l f  ( i t s  fo rm  o r  r e a l  e x i s te n c e )  a s  a n  e f f e c t ,  i s  
th o u g h t t o  b e  p o s s ib le  o n ly  th ro u g h  a  c o n c e p t o f  i t ,  t h e r e  
vie Im ag ine  ( donkt  ) a p u rp o s e . The r e p r e s e n ­
t a t i o n  o f  th e  e f f e c t  i s  h e re  th e  d e te rm in in g  g ro u n d  o f  i t s  
c a u se  and ta k e s  t h e  le a d  o f  i t . ” ( C. o f  J . .  220^
T h is  i s  a g a in  d i f f i c u l t .  I  t h in k  w hat K ant means i s  
t h a t  when v/e s a y  o f  a n  o b je c t  t h a t  i t  i s  a  p u rp o se  we p r e ­
su p p o se  t h a t  th e  b e in g  w hich  b ro u g h t  i n to  e x i s te n c e  w ould  n o t  
(•«&a.iw b  t Or 
h a v e  b egun -t  o ■ h a v » '%red-uc^d----it-, i f  i t
h a d  n o t  d e s i r e d  t c  p ro d u ce  th e  e f f e c t .  T he c a u se  i s  d e t e r -  
c tined  i n  i t s  a c t i o n  b y  th o  R e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  th e  d e s i r e d  
o f f e c t .  The c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n  w hich i s  assum ed i s  q u i te  
d i f f e r e n t  from  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  m e c h a n ic a l c a u s a t io n .  F o r  
i f  v/e r e g a rd  so m eth in g  as t h e  m ech an ica l c a u se  o f  a g iv e n  
e f f e c t  we do i n  f a c t  .p re su p p o se  t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t  i s  d e te rm in e d  
by th e  c a u s e . But we >0" i n  no way assum e t h a t  th e  c a u se  i s  
4 n any--w*y  dep en d en t on th e  e f f e c t .  The e f f e e t  i s  a mare 
p ro d u c t o f  ono o r  more m e c h a n ic a l c a u se s^ b u t th o s e  c au se s  
r e  q u i te  in d e p e n d e n t o f  th e  e f f e c t  w hich  i s  p ro d u c e d  by t h e n .  
T h is  i s  made c l e a r  by  IZant i n  a  l a t e r  p a s s a g e  o f  th e  
C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgme n t . nam ely i n  S e c t io n  6 5 , and  I  w i l l  g iv e  
a n  a cc o u n t o f  t h e  argum ent s a t  f o r t h  a t  th o  b e g in n in g  o f
t h a t  s e c t i o n .  K ant b e g in s  by e x p la in in g  th o  n a tu r e  o f
/ o  (U o
m echanical c a u s a l i t y .  1 may  quote -Kant to own words.
"In so  f a r  as th e  c a u sa l  c o n n e c tio n  i s  thought m erely  
by means o f  understanding i t  i s  a c o n s t i t u t i n g  a
* 7« .
s e r i e s  nam ely^of c a u s e s  and  e f f e c t s ,  t h a t  i s  i n v a r i a b l y  
p r o g r e s s iv e ,  T he th in g s  t h a t  a s  e f f e c t s  p re s u p p o s e  o th e r s  
a s  t h e i r  c a u se s  c a n n o t th e m se lv e s  I n  t u r n  b e  a l s o  c a u s e s  o f 
t h e  l a t t e r .  T h is  c a u s a l  i s  te rm ed  t h a t  o f
e f f i c i e n t  c a u se s  (-a e a eeg  o f f e c t i v u s ) , n ( C . o f  J . .  3 7 2 ^
K ant goes on to  e x p la in  t h e  n a tu r e  o f  a  fu n d a m e n ta l ly
M/+n<
d i f f e r e n t  M ild  o f  c a u s a l  c o n n e x io n  (neereug f l n a l l s ) . The
f a c u l t y  o f  th o  m ind w hich  e n a b le s  us t o  c o n c e iv e  t h e  I d e a  o f
su c h  a  c o n n ex io n  i s  n o t  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  b u t  R easo n , I n
assum ing  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  we .p resu p p o se  t h a t  c a u s e s  and  e f f e c t s
a r e  m u tu a l ly  d ep en d en t on  one a n o th er . F o r  we assum e (a )
t h a t  t h e  o au se  p ro d u ces  th o  e f f e c t^ a n d  (b )  t h a t  t h e  o a u se  i s
d ep en d en t on th e  e f f e c t  i n  so  f a r  a s  i t  w ould n o t  have  b e e n
ds-iUA*-
o au sed  to  o p e ra te  a t  a l l  u n le s s  1-t  h ad  d eo i r e d - t o  b r in g  a b o u t 
th e  e f f e c t .  Kant i l l u s t r a t e s  t h i s  by  an  ex am p le . He sa y s  
t h a t  a s  r e g a r d s  th in g s  w h ich  a r e  p ro d u c e d  by h uman b e in g s  i t
l^ i. InS
i s  e a sy  to  f i n d  exam ples o f  t h e  neeo u e  f i n a l i s .  F o r  i n s t a n c e  
a  n a n  b u i ld s  a  h o u se  f o r  th e  p u rp o se  o f  r e c e iv in g  r e n t .  I n
O-.
t h a t  c a s e  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  h o u se  i s  t h e  c a u se  o f  h i s  r e ­
c e iv in g  r e n t^ a n d  y e t  c o n v e r s e ly  t h e  r e n t  i s  t h e  c a u se  o f  t h e  
h o u s e , ^ o r  th e  man w ould n o t  h av e  b u i l t  t h e  h o u se  a t  a l l  i f  
h o  h ad  n o t e x p e c te d  to  r e c e iv e  r e n t  r'*u»- w-
Thus a h o u se  i s  o e r t a i n l y  th e  o a u se  o f  t h e  money t h a t  i s  
r e c e iv e d  as r e n t ,  b u t y e t ,  c o n v e r s e ly ,  t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  
t h i s  p o s s ib l e  income was t h e  o a u se  o f  th e  b u i ld in g  o f  t h e  
h o u s e .’1 ( C. o f  J . , 3 7 2 ^
V/e may r e t u r n  to  S e c t io n  1 0 . V/e u n d e rs ta n d  now why
Kant b e l i e v e s  t h a t  a  p u rp o se  i^ K a c b n o  e p t  and  t h a t  p u r p o s iv e ­
ness  i s  a  c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n  i n  w hich  c a u se  and e f f e c t  a r e  
m u tu a lly  dep en d en t on ono a n o th er  i n  su c h  a  way t h a t  th e  
r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  th o  o f f s e t  i s  th e  d e te rm in in g  g ro u n d  o f  i t s  
c a u s e . Ho s im p ly  means t h a t  when we Judge a n  o b je c t  to  b e  a
pu rpose  t h i s  im p l ie s  t h a t  w hat h a s  .p roduced  I t ,  w h e th e r  i t  
i s  a  human b e in g  o r  n a tu r e ^  i t s e l f ,  h a s  b e f o r e  p ro d u c in g  i t  
c o n c e iv e d  th e  Id e a  o f  w hat t h e  o b je c t  was t o  b e ,  v/hat p u rp o se  
i t  was t o  s e rv o .  The -w ill o f  t h e  c a u s e  i s  d e te rm in e d  '03* th e  
r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  th e  e f f e c t .  T he c o n c e p t o f  t h e  o b je c t  
e x i s t s  b e fo re  t h e  o b je c t  i t s e l f  e x i s t s ,
i t  -h as  t o --be  n o te d  t h a t  in -o n e  S e c t i o n  K ant i s  c o n c e rn e d  
w ith  a  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  p u rp o se  and  p u r p o s iv e n e s s , and  n o th in g  
o l s e .  The problem ^ w h e th e r we a r e  - b l e t o  a s c r i b e  t o  n a tu r e  
o b je c t iv e  p u r p o s iv e n e s s , 1 . e .  ^v rh e th e r we a r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  
a s c r ib e  to  i t  a  c a u s a l i t y  a c c o rd in g  to  p u rp o se s  does n o t 
a r i s e  h e r e .  T h is  i s  a  c o n c e rn  o f  t h e  C r i t i q ue o f  7-ti*.
Judgm ent.
The C r i t i q u e  o f  ^ e s t h e t i c  Judgm ent i s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  a
d i f f e r e n t  h in d  o f  p u rp o s iv e n e s s ,  K ant e x p la in s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s
y e t  a n o th e r  way o f  r e g a rd in g  so m eth in g  as a  p u r p o s iv e .  We
may mean by--th i-g  t h a t  an  o b j e c t ,  a  s t a t e  o f  nind^ o r  even
an  a c t io n ^ a l th o u g h  i t s  p o s s i b i l i t y  does n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  p r o -
suppose t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  a  p u rp o se  i s  t o  b e  c a l l e d
ih busit'b&Uij
" p u rp o s iv e "  b e c a u se  we c an n o t e x p la in  4rh em t o  o u rs e lv e s
do i/J Si.c'va'W
w ith o u t assum ing '^he-ft-*  (ck-*- o f  a  c a u s a l i t y  a c c o rd in g  to  p u rp o se s  
and r e f e r r i n g  o u r own r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  t o  a w i l l  fro m  w hich we 
d e r iv e  t h i s  c a u s a l i t y .
The s p e c i a l  h in d  o f  purposfrveness o f  w h ich  K ant i s  th in k in g  
h e re  i s  m ere ly  s u b j e c t iv e .  He h o ld s  t h a t  i n  assum ing  i t  we 
a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  n o th in g  b u t  t h e  mere fo rm  o f o u r o b je c t  and  
i t s  r e l a t i o n  to  our f a c u l t y  o f  r e p r e s e n t in g  i t  t o  o u r s e lv e s .
Whon we ju d g e  a n  o b jo c t  t o  bo p u rp o s iv e  i n  - th « t s e n s e  v/e do no t 
assume t h a t  t h e  o b je c t  i t s e l f  i s  a  p u rp o se  o f  n a tu r e .
" P u rp o s iv o n e s s , t h e r e f o r e ,  may e x i s t  a p a r t  from  a  p u rp o s e ,
I n  so  f a r  a s  v/e do n o t  l o c a t e  t h e  c a u se s  o f  t h i s  fo rm  i n  a 
v / i l l ,  b u t  y e t  a r e  a b l e  to  r e n d e r  t h e  e x p la n a t io n  o f  i t s  
p o s s i b i l i t y  I n t e l l i g i b l e  t o  o u r s e lv e s  o n ly  by  d e r iv in g  i t  
fro m  a  v / i l l . n (C . o f  J . ,  220^*]
What t h i s  means w i l l  b e  made c l e a r e r  i n  t h e  n e x t  
s e c t i o n .
T h a t o u r judgm en ts a b o u t t h e  b e a u t i f u l  a r e  q u i t e  in d e ­
penden t o f  any  id e a  o f  a  p u rp o se  may be s e e n  f r o a  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  a s  h as  b e e n .e x p la in e d ,  th e y  a r e  judgm en ts w h ich  a r e  
In d ep e n d en t o f any  i n t e r e s t  i n  th o  e x is te n c e  o f  t h e  o b je c t  
w hich i s  ju d g e d . '.7© have  s e e n  t h a t  i t  i s  a  s p e c i f i c  h in d  
o f  d e l ig h t  w h ic h -as t a k e n  i n  th e  o b je c t  w h ich  rashes us l a y  
down judgm ents o f  t a s t e ,  w ith o u t  b e in g  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  e x i s ­
te n c e  o f a n  o b je c t  a t  a l l ,  W ith o u t even  r a i s i n g  t h e  q u e s t io n
U“«-
•as t o  w hether i t  ought t o  e x i s t  o r  ought: n o t fro ta k e  p l e a s u r e  
i n  i t .  i t  i s  t h e  m ere c o n te m p la tin g  o f  i t  w h ich  g iv e s  us 
p l e a s u r e .  Prom t h i s  i t  fo l lo w s  t h a t  o u r judgm ent m ust be 
q u i te  in d e p e n d e n t o f  any  id e a  o f w hat p u rp o se  t h e  o b je c t
o f  a  p u rp o se  o f  t h e  o b je c t  w hich i s  judged  i s  n o t  a  d i s i n t e r ­
e s t  od judgm en t. When we talce  d e l i g h t  i n  r.n o b je c t  on th e  
g ro u n d  t h a t  i t  r e a l i s e s  somo p u rp o se  w hich  v/e a s c r i b e  to  i t ,
q u e s t io n  a s  to  w h e th er th o  o b je c t  w hich  i s  ju d g ed  a c t u a l l y  
r e a l i s e s  t h i s  p u rp o s e . The o b je c t  p le a s e s  us b e c a u se  i t  
s e rv e s  a  p u rp o se  o f  w hich we a p p ro v e . T h is  a p p l i e s  t o  a l l  
on* judgm ents a b o u t t h e  p l e a s a n t .  We ta k e  p le a s u r e  i n  th e
S e c tio n  11.
judgm ent w h ich  depends on th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n
wo a r e  ( n a t u r a l l y  f i n  ju d g in g  th e  o b je c  ^ i n t e r e s t e d  i n  th e
o b je c t  w hich we ju d g e  to  bo  p l e a s a n t  b e c a u se  i t  f u l f i l s  o u r  om 
s u b j e c t i v e  p u rp o s e , n am ely , e n jo y m en t. Judgm ents o f  t a s t e ,
on  th e  o th e r  h a n d , do n o t  t a k e  an y  a c c o u n t o f  s u c h  s u b j e c t i v e  
p u r p o s e s .  They a r e  a l s o  in d e p e n d e n t o f  any  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f
$ U  / tv 4 - 9  / R i - I .  f '-  ' J '  K -v d - C c f c  f -l’V (  t - O / v . i C . f v
a n  o b je c t iv e  p u rp o s e . judgm ont3 a b o u t t h e  good  ^ depend
on  th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  su c h  a n  o b j e c t i v e  p u rp o s e ,  n a m e ly ,
M—
th o  good i t s e l f .  V/e t a k e  p le a s u r e  i n  t h e  good b e c a u s o ^ i t s  
r e a l i s a t i o n  l i e s  - i n  th o  i n t e r e s t  o f  e v e ry  r a t i o n a l  b e in g .  V/e 
ju d g e  an  a c t i o n  t o  bo good on  th e  g ro u n d  t h a t  i t  r e a l i s e s  
t h i s  o b je c t iv e  p u rp o se  o f  w h ich  we a p p ro v e .
Judgm ents o f  t a s t e  a r e  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from  our 
judgm ents a b o u t t h e  p le a s a n t  o r  th o  good . They a r e  co n tem ­
p l a t i v e  ju d g m e n ts , V/e c a l l  o b je c ts  b e a u t i f u l  b e c a u se  t h e i r  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  makes us c o n sc io u s  o f  a  harm ony o f  o u r f a c u l t i e s  
o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  Wo c a n n o t e x p la in  t o  o u r s e lv e s  why th e y
Auto
do.,, v/e c a n  m ere ly  f e e l  i t .  We c a n n o t a s c r i b e  i t  t o  th e
o b j e c t .  i/o c an n o t s a y  th e  o b je c t  a s  su c h  s e r v e s  a  p u rp o se
s im p ly  b e c a u se  wo a r e  n o t  c o n ce rn e d  w i th  th o  o b je c t  a t  a l l , ,
b u t  w i th  o u r own f e e l i n g s .  The Id e a  o f a  p u rp o se  c a n n o t bo
th e  d e te rm in in g  g round  o f  a  judgm ent o f  t a s t e .  I n  w hat 
fU v-
sense-aeW j c a n  v/e sp e ak  o f  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  a t  a l l .  O nly i n  s o  
f a r  as  th e  o b je c t  makes us f e e l  t h e  harm ony o f  o u r f a c u l t i e s  
o f r e p r e s e n ta t i o n .  Tho o b jo e t  a s  su c h  s e r v e s  no p u rp o se  a t  
a l l ?  V/e c a n  ju d g e  i t  t o  b e  -rurpooiv© o n ly  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  
our ovm m inds. The id e a  o f  p u rp o a iv e n o ss  w hich l i e s  a t  th e  
b a s i s  o f  o u r judgm ents o f  t a s t e  i s  t h e  id e a  o f  a  p u r e ly  s u b ­
j e c t i v e  and fo rm a l p u rp o s iv e n e s s  w hich  I s  i n  no way d ep en d en t 
on any d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p t.
"We a r e  th u s  l o f t  w i th  t h e  s u b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv e n o ss  i n  
th e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  an  o b j e c t ,  e x c lu s iv e  o f  any  p u rp o se  
( o b j e c t iv e  o r  s u b je c t iv e )  -  c o n s e q u e n tly  th e  b a re  fo rm  o f  p u r -  
p o s iv e n e s s  i n  th o  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  w hereby an  o b je c t  i s  g iv e n  t o  
u s ,  so  f a r  a s we a re  c o n sc io u s  o f i t  -  a s  t h a t  w h ic h  a lo n e  i s  
c a p a b le  o f c o n s t i t u t i n g  th e  d e l ig h t  w h ich , a p a r t  from  any con­
c e p t ,  we e s t im a te  a s  u n iv e r s a l ly  com m unicable, and  so  o f  fo rm in g  
th e  d e te rm in in g  g round  of th e  judgm ent o f  t a s t e . "  (C .o f  J .  2 2 1 ) .
K e n t 's  g e n e r a l  id e e  i s  ' u i t e  cI g t , e s t h e t i c  p u rp o s -  
iv o n e ss  i s  in d e p e n d e n t o f  any  c o n c e p t o f a p u rp o s e . -*-er 
r e p r e s e n t in g  a n  o b je c t  t o  o u r s e lv e s  and  c a l l i n g  i t  b e a u t i f u l  
v/e a r e  c o n ee rn e d  j.v;ith -n o th in g  h u t - our  ovm r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  vcr
1,0/vtvf" (-V -t ^ /S M -i^ '/t-u . ^  /tvv.
-4 e—n e t- ju d g e  th e  ob-j e e - t- to  h e  purposiA sfou lT -eur-crrm  r e p r e s e n ­
t a t i o n  w h e re b y - t e t t s  g iv e n  t o  u s .  Our n a y  o f  r e p r e s e n t i n g  
th e  o b je c t  t o  o u r s e lv e s  and  n o t  t h e  o b je c t  ^ - i r r e s p e c t iv e  ofJ
how i t  i s  g iv e n  t o  us $ makes uo f  e e l  -44*©- p l e a s u r e  i n  t h e  
harm ony o f  c u r  f a c u l t i e s  o f r e p r e s e n ta t i o n . .  T h is  i s  a s u b -
Crt
j  a c t iv e  p u rp c s iv e n e s s  -4kt th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o x o lu r iv e -o f  any  
p u rp o s e .
I t  may 3 eerc d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  why iCant c a l l s  t h i s
S 'c ia . c {
p u rp o s iv e n e s s  a t  a l l  and  why h e - s a y s- i n  t h e  p re c e d in g  s e c t i o n  
t h a t  v/e can  make th e  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  w hich  i s  a p a r t  from  a p u rp o s 
i n t e l l i g i b l e  to  o u rs e lv e s  o n ly  hy d e r iv in g  i t  fro m  a  w i l l .  I  
t h in k  t h i s  fo l lo w s  from  th e  argum ent w hich i s  s e t  f o r t h  i n  th e  
I n t r o d u c t io n  to  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgm en t. T h e re  ICant h a s  e x -  
p la in e d  th a t^ o u r  r e f l e c t i v e  judgm ents a r e  b a se d  upon th e  Id e a  
o f  " p u rp o s iv e n e s s " ,  and  a l s o  t h a t  i n  c o n c e iv in g  t h i s  id e a  we 
a t t r i b u t e  to  n a tu r e  a  s p e c i a l  p r i n c i p l e ,  th o  p r i n c i p l e  o f 
t e c h n iq u e .  T h ere  e x i s t  two Id e a s  o f  m ere ly  fo rm a l  p u rp o s iv e ­
n e s s ,  nam ely l o g i c a l  p u rp o s iv e n e s s ,  and a e s t h e t i c  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  
B oth a r e  m ere ly  s u b j e c t iv e .  i n  a s c r ib in g  to  n a tu r e  l o g i c a l  
p u rp o s iv e n e s s  we do n o t  ju d g e  t h a t  i t  p u rsu e s  any  p u rp o se s  o f
-A
h e r  own. IT sture i s  p u rp o s iv e  o n ly  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  m ind.
We c an n o t assum e t h a t  n a tu r e  i s  a sy s tem  a c c o rd in g  to  p a r t i c u ­
l a r  law s w ith o u t assum ing a t  t h e  same tim e  t h a t  n a tu r e  h as
er-t^r
p roduoed  t h i s  sy s tem  fo r-hear-ow n b e n e f i t .  I n  b r in g in g  a b o u t 
su c h  a  sy s te m  n a tu r e  does n o t p u rsu e  any  p u rp o se s  o f  -be? ovm.
I t  i s  11 p u rp o s iv e "  o n ly  fro to  o u r ovm p o in t  o f  v ie w . K ant h as
also shown in -the Introduction that tho human mind possesses 
a  principle of aesthetic reflection. This principle^ is merely
frvvsjC u-.g c^JT
subjective. The human mind is capable ^Ta harmonious relation 
of its faculties of representation a n d o b j e c t s  the repre- 
sentation of which makes i t  conscious of this ^ beautiful. How
ru
Sature actually p r e s e n t s  us with such ohjectfcyW ■We cannot ex­
plain them to o u r s e lv e s  without assuming that nature in produc­
in g  them  h a s  ta k e n  a cc o u n t o f  our subjective principle of 
a o s th o t i c  r e f l e x i o n .  v/e do not ascribe t o -her any objective
of—the ■Technique-of nature which
the former provides 
purposive, i . e .  such forma- as make the-faculty--ef 
Judgment •-■•hon.it represents -them to itself become -aware~of u
harm ony o f  t h e  i r . r - f i  r K - t . i  on onri t h e blinder stnnrH  n g .
X ^explains why Kant believes that our judgments about the
beautiful rest upon the Idea of subjective purposiveness and why
a Y w  h
he holds that in applying this Idea v/e must -derive It  f rom a 
will. There remains however one difficulty. There are two 
classes of objects which we judge to be beautiful, namely, pro­
ducts of nature and products of art. As regards the latter, 
i t  is easy to see how Kant can believe that in judging them and 
finding them beautiful, we thus refer to a will which has brought 
about this purposiveness. The will to which we refer is the 
will of the artist who has produced the work of art purposely.
It is obvious that an a r t is t  when he creates a work of art does 
so for an express purpose. He desires to produce a work whioh
2l<>
h o  h im se lf  end o th ors  w i l l  f in d  b e a u t i f u l .  T he d i f f i c u l t y  i s  
t o  understand how Kant can  h o ld  t h a t  works o f  a r t  c a n  bo ju d g e d  
b y  us w ith o u t an y  r e f e r e n c e  t o  a  p u rp o s e . To u n d e rs ta n d  t h i s
cLSLczJl
f u l l y  we heve-b-o w a i t  u n t i l  we c a n  oonoor n  our&e-l v es w ith .
ft* KClL'J J..
K a n t’ s th e o ry  o f  a r t i s t i c  p r o d u c t io n .  ^  s h a l l  s e e  th o n ^ ( a )
-tha t  Kang— b e l i e v es t h a t  t h e  a r t i s t  p ro d u c e s  a  w ork o f  a r t  f o r
tr ]
($-.
no o th e p u rp o se  th a n  to  make i t  b e a u t i f u l ,
-)
, „n a t th o  p u rp o se  w h ich  th o  a r t i s t  p u rs u e s  i s  f u n d a ­
m e n ta l ly  d i f f e r e n t  fro m  a n  o b j e c t i v e  p u r p o s e . '
Cso
a h - 11 be tre i d . t h a t  t h e  a r t i s t  s i n c e  ho c a n n o t make u se  o f  an:/ A
d e te rm in a te  c o n c e p t ,  does notvjenow h im se lf , w hat he  i s  d o in g
safe c an n o t e x p la in  t o  h im s e l f  hov; h e  su eco o d s i n  g iv ing : b e a u ty
to  h i s  work w hich i s  t h e  o n ly  p u rp o se  w hich ho h a s  i n  m ind. 
( 4 )  Ko'-t h-
t h i s  "p u rp o se"  e x p re s s e s  i t s e l f  " im ^ h a rm o ii io u s  r e l a t i o n
o f  th e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  b o th  i n  t h e  s o u l  o f  t h e  
a r t i s t  who c r e a t e s  b e a u t i f u l  th in g s  and  i n  t h e  s o u ls  o f  th o s e  
who ju d g e  them  t o  be b e a u t i f u l .  The- p ro d u c t o f  a r t  i s  ex ­
c lu s iv e  o f  any  o th e r  p u rp o se . The p u rp o s iv e n e s s  c o n ta in e d  
i n  i t  i s  m ere ly  s u b j e c t iv e .  I t  i s  " th e  b a r e  fo rm  o f  p u rp o e -
L'V-
iv e n e s s ,  ^en t h e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  w hereby  an  o b je c t  i s  g iv e n  t o  
u s ,  so  f a r  as  wo a r e  c o n sc io u s  o f i t . "  (C . o f  j . .  2 2 1 .)
S e c t io n  1 2 .
V/e have  se e n  a g a in  and  a g a in  (a )  t h a t  o u r judgm en ts o f  
t a s t e  c la im  u n iv e r s a l  and  a  p r i o r i  v a l i d i t y ^ and (b )  t h a t  th e : 
depend e n t i r e l y  on th e  p le a s u r e  w hich i s  f e l t  by  th e  ju d g in g  
s u b j e c t .  T h is  r a i s e s  a  s e r io u s  d i f f i c u l t y .  Fqr i t  m ust seem
sy/t-u.
q u ite  im p o ss ib le  t o  determ ine a  p r io r i  th e  -eottvera^en .©£ a 
f e e l i n g  of p le a su r e  or p a in  as an e f f e c t  and a r e p r e s e n ta t io n
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a s  i t s  o au se . Whether th e  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f an  o b je c t -giveB
f;  m / - 7 ^  *^*7
u s ^ i^ a B 'ig e-^iP-dO’OgrTiot we c a n  f i n d  ou t only by means o f 
e m p ir ic a l  o b s e r v a t io n .  T h is  i s  c l e a r  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  se n su o u s  
p l e a s u r e ,  i . e .  th e  p le a s u r e  w hich  v/e ta k e  i n  a n  o b je c t  w h ich  
i s  ju d g ed  to  be p i o a s a n t .  I t  i s  m a n if e s t  t h a t  i t  i s  q u i t e  
im p o s s ib le  to  d e te rm in e  a p r i o r i  w hat t h e  o b j e c t s  a r e  th e
r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  w hich  w i l l  g iv e  u-s t h i s  p l e a s u r e ,  The
1—  ^ 0 t'VVw
o b je c ts  must b e  f i r s t  g iv e n -a n  e x p e r ie n c e  and  n o t  u n t i l  th e n  
1 v/ey'ca^ know a n y th in g  a s  t o  t h e  c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n  b e tw een  o u r 
r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  t h e  o b je c t  and  t h e  r  l e a s  a r e  w h ich  i s  p ro d u c e d  
b y  i t .
I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  th o  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e  w hich  we have  j u s t  
s t a t e d ,  nam ely , t h a t  a  p r i o r i  know ledge o f  a  c a u s a l  c o n n ex io n  
b e tw een  a  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  and  a  f e e l i n g  i s  im p o s s ib le  a d m its  o f  
one e x c e p tio n .  I t  h as  b e e n  shown i n  t h e  C r i t i q u e  of P r a c t i c a l  
.R eason t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  n e c e s s a ry  a  pr i o r i  c o n n e x io n  b e tw een  
o u r c o n sc io u s n e s s  o f  th e  m o ra l law  and  a  f e e l i n g ,  n a m e ly , th e  
f e e l i n g  o f r e s p e c t  f o r  t h i s  la w . But t h i s  does n o t r e a l l y  
h e lp  us i n  o u r p r e s e n t  d i f f i c u l t y .  F o r  t& rfrH lr -was "--ife4e
/* K '.ft
-g o o s ib le  -t o  feot-.-.h l io i i  a  n e c e s s a ry  c o n n ex io n  betw een  th e  s u p e r ­
s e n s ib l e  law  and s  sensuous f e e l i n g  was due t o  th e  f a c t  t h a t  
we w ere a b le  to  t r a n s c e n d  th e  w o rld  o f s e n s e  and  ’' c a l l  in  a i d  
a c a u s a l i t y  r e s t i n g  on a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  a t t r i b u t e  o f t h e  s u b j e c t ,  
nam ely t h a t  o f f re e d o m ."  B esides^ we d id  n o t a c t u a l l y  d e d u c e ^  
th e  f e e l i n g  o f r e s p e c t^ f ro m  th e  law  a s  t h e  e f f e c t  p ro d u ce d  by  
i t .  O nly th e  d e te rm in a t io n  o f  t h e  v . i l l  was d e r iv e d  fro m  th e  
m ora l la w ,a n d  we showed t h a t  t h e  f e e l i n g  o f  r e s p e c t  f o r  th e
lOcto jp. if~ fx^
•mor a l  law .ifl id e n t ic a l  w ith - th is  d e te rm in a tio n  of th e  w i l l .
I t  i s  no th ing  e l s e  th an  th e  d e te rm in a tio n  of th e  w i l l  i t 3 e l f  
in  so f a r  as  i t  makes i t s e l f  f e l t .  "But th e  m ental d ^ a te
p re s e n t  i n  t h e  d e te r m in a t io n  o f  t h e  w i l l  b y  an y  means i s  a t  
onoo i n  i t s e l f  a  f e e l i n g  o f  p le a s u r e  and  i d e n t i c a l  w i th  i t ,  ^   ^
and  so  dees n o t  i s s u e  fro m  i t  a s  an  e f f e c t . "  ( C. o f  j . , S22.)
K ent g o e s  021 t o  p o in t  o u t t h a t  so m e th in g  s i m i l a r  t - k e s  
p la c e  i n  t h e  c a s e  w i th  w h ich  h e  i s  h e ro  c o n c e rn e d . S u b je c t iv e  
o r  f o rm a l  p u r p o s iv e n e s s , t h e  harm ony o f  t h e  f a c u l t i e s  o f r e p r e ­
s e n t a t i o n  e t c .  do n o t  p ro d u ce  th o  p l e a s u r e .  T h e re  i s  no 
c a u a a l  co n n ex io n  betw een  th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  o b je c t  and  
th e  f e e l i n g  o f  s u b j e c t iv e  p l e a s u r e .  T he c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  
fo rm a l  p u cp o civ o n o ss and  th e  p le a s u r e  w hich  v/e t a k e  i n  I t  a r e
i d e n t i c a l .  The c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f t h e  fo rm a l p u rp o s iv e n e s s
$<Ar
e x p re sse s  i t s e l f  i n  t h e  - o b je c t iv e  f e e l i n g .
I t  i s  im p o r ta n t  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  c l e a r l y  b e tw een  t h i s  k in d  
c f  p le a s u r e  and  any  o th e r  k in d  o f  p l e a s u r e .  I t  i s  i n  no way 
p r a c t i c a l  a n d ^ q u ite  d i f f e r e n t  from  t h e  p le a s u r e  w h ich  wo t a k e
fj c c- A
i n  e i t h e r  t h e  p le a s a n t  o r  t h e  -g y ^ d .  Our- p l e a s u r e  i n  t h e  
p le a s a n t  i s  p r a c t i c a l ^  ^ o r  i t  makes us d e s i r e  t h e  o b je c t  i n  
w hich we t a k e  p l e a s u r e ,  The f e e l  in -; o f  r e s p e c t  f o r  th o  m ora l 
law  i s  o f  c o u rs e  a ls o  p r a c t i c a l . f o r  i t  i s  a n  im p u lse  ( T r i e b -  
f o d o r ) w hich makes us obey  t h e  la w . I t  f i l l s  us w i th  a  d e s i r e  
t o  do m ora l a c t i o n s ,  t o  r e a l i s e  t h e  good . Our p le a s u r e  i n  
th e  b e a u t i f u l^  on th o  o th e r  h an d J i s  c o n te m p la tiv e  and d i s i n t e r ­
e s te d .  I n  f o o l in g  i t  e a r e  c o n ce rn ed  w ith  n o th in g  b u t  ouir 
own s t a t e  o f  m ind. And y e t  t h o r e  b o lo n y s^ a  c e r t a i n  c a u s a l i t y  
( to  t h i s  p leasured i n  so  f a r  a s  i t  makes us f e e l  a  d e s i r e  t o  
p re s e rv e  i t .  :,But s t i l l  i t  in v o lv e s  a n  in h e re n t  c a u s a l i t y ,  
t h a t ,  nam ely , o f  p r e s e r v in g  a  c o n t inuanc e  of t h e  s t a t e  o f  th e  
r e p r e s e n ta t io n  i t s e l f  and t h e  a c t i v e  engagem ent o f t h e  c o g n i t iv e  
pow ers w ith o u t u l t e r i o r  a im . V/o d w e ll 011 th e  c o n te m p la tio n  o f 
t h e  b e a u t i f u l  b e ca u se  t h i s  c o n t e s t a t i o n  s t r e n g th e n s  and  r e p r o ­
duces i t s e l f . "  (C . o f  J . ,  2 2 2 ) .
(1 )  ^ o u r b - t h i s  t h e o r y ,  s e e  a b o v e .
(2 )  C f .  yota-nhvslofr o f  h o iT -ls^  I n t r o d . I .  "The p le a s u r e  w hich 
i s  n o c o s s a r i l r -  bound up w ith  th o  d e s i r e  o f  th e  o b je c t  whoso 
r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  a f f e c t s  f e e l i n g  may b e  o a l le d  p r a c t i c a l  -'-lcv- 
s u r e  w h e th er I t  b e  c a u se  ' r  e f f e c t  o f t h e  d e s i r e  . On t h e '  
c o n tr a ry  t h e  p le a s u re  w h ich  i s  n o t  n e o o s s .a r i lv  bound up - i h  
th o  d e s i r e  o f  t h e  o b je c t  ^nd h ic h ,  t h o r e f o r e ’, i s  a t  bo tto m
sri t ts f
*7? .
F o o tn o te  c o n tin u e d )  n o t  a p l e a s u r e  I n  t h e  e x i s te n c e  o f  t h e  
 o b je c t '" o f  t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o n ly ,  may h e  c a l l e d  m ere co n ­
te m p la t iv e  p le a s u r e  o r  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  The f e e l i n g
o f  th e  l a t t e r  k in d  o f  p le a s u r e  we c a l l  t a s t e , "
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T he q u e s t io n  d i s c u s s e d  hy ICant i n  t h i s  -S e c t io n  i s :  What 
s p e c i a l  k in d  o f  n e c e s s i t y  -a p p o r ta in g - t o  th o  ju d g m en ts  o f  t a s t e ?  
E ls  argum en t may h e  p a ra p h ra s e d  a s  f o l lo w s .
We h av e  s e e n  t h a t  o u r judgm en ts o f  t a s t e  a r e  judgm ents 
w hich a r e  c o n ce rn ed  w ith  t h e  c o n n ex io n  ‘betw een  a. r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  
o f  an  o b je c t  and  a  d e l i g h t  w h ich  is  f e l t  hy  t h e  s u b je c t  t h a t  
represents i t  to  i t s e l f .  T h is  h o ld s  a l s o  f o r  o u r judgm en ts 
about tho pleasant, We ju d g ed  a n  o b je c t  t o  h e  p l e a s a n t  on 
the ground t h a t  i t s  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  e x c i te s  p le a s u r e  in t h e  
s u b je c t  w hich  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  o b je c t  t o  i t s e l f .  Sew I t  i s J /
im p a rt a n t  t o  n o te  t h a t  i n  m aking su c h  a  judgm ent we do i n  no 
way a s s e r t  t h a t  th e  c o n n ex io n  b e tw een  th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  and  
th o  f o o l in g  i s  a  p r i o r i  n e c e s s a r y .  V/e do n o t  oven su p p o se  
t h a t  t h e r e  i s  any  su ch  n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e x io n . Our judgm en ts 
ab u t  t h e  p le a s a n t  a r e  m ere ly  e m p ir ic a l  judgm ents in d e p e n d e n t 
o f  any  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e .  Our judgm ents o f  t a s t e  a r e  o f  an 
e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  k in d .  I n  ju d g in g  a  th in g  b e a u t i f u l  we 
assume t h a t  t h e r e  I s  a n e c e s s a ry  c o n n ex io n  b e tw een  o u r r e p r e ­
s e n t a t i o n  o f  i t  and  th e  p le a s u r e  w h ich  i s  f e l t  b y  u s .  What 
fo llo w s  from  t h i s ?  What s p e c i a l  k in d  o f  n e c e s s i ty  i s  c la im e d  
by c u r  judgm ents of t a s t e ?  ■ I f  we c o u ld  d e te rm in e  th e  connex ­
io n  b e tw een  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  and t h e  s u b j e c t iv e  f e e l i n g  b y  means 
o f a  p r i o r i  c o n c e p ts  t h i s  would e n a b le  us t o  know a  p r i o r i  
t h a t  ■gad why th e  p le a s u r e  w hich  we f e e l  w i l l  b e  f e l t  b y  ev ery o n e  
e l s e .
.1
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The n e c e s s i t y  w hich  w ould  ’b e lo n g  t o  th o  judgm ent w ould  
bo th o  same a s  t h a t  w hich  b e lo n g s  t o  o u r t h e o r e t i c a l  a  p r i o r i
fjf. ii  ito-a-' 'o  £ -fe  / it-.' CCi^PcK
ju d g m e n ts /  " ^ S ^ A stto h -e  n e c e s s i ty - e o « » e 4  b e  a s c r ib e d  t o  
judgm ents o f  t a s t e ,  s im p ly  b e c a u se  th e y  a r e  n o t b a se d  upon 
o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p ts .  I t  i s  e q u a l ly  e a sy  to  a how t h a t  t h e  
n o c e s s l ty  c la im e d  by j  augm ents o f  t a s t e  m ust b e  fu n d a m e n tc .il
■ft^rfrom  J*ers w hich  ic  c la im e d  by  o u r p r a c t i c a l  judgm en ts ( p r a c -
t i c a l  n e c e s s i t y ) .  I n  overy  p r a c t i c a l  judgm ent -t h e r e  i s  
im p lie d  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  n e c e s s a ry  c o n n e x io n  b e tw ee n  t h e  r e ­
p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f t h e  m o ra l law  and  a  s p e c i a l  k in d  o f  d e l i g h t ,  
nam ely th e  f e e l i n g  o f r e s p e c t  f o r  th o  m o ra l lav /. B u t v/e h av e  
a l r e a d y  s e e n  t h a t  t h i s  f e e l i n g  o f r e s p e c t  i s  n o th in g  b u t  th e  
im m ediate  e o n se  ueneo  o f  o u r  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f t h e  m o ra l lav /.
A Y /ili t h a t  r e p r e s e n t s  t o  i t s  e l f  th e  m ora l lav/ m ust n e e e s  a -  
r i l y  f e e l  r e s p e c t  f o r  i t .  l i e  f e e l i n g  i s  t h e  s u b j e c t iv e  
aw areness o f t h e  o b je c t iv e  lav/.
eJjv
Y7e }iaveAs e o n  t h a t  i t  i s  th e  w i l l  c f  t h e  a g e n t w h ich  i s  
d e te rm in e d  by th e  m ora l lav.^ and  t h a t  t h e  f e e l i n g  o f r e s p e c t  
i s  i n  f a c t  I d e n t i c a l  w i th  t h i s  d e te r m in a t io n  o f t h e  w i l l .  A 
p e rso n  who f e e l s  t h a t  h e  o u g h t t o  a c t  m o ra l ly ,  and  t h a t  h i s  
w i l l  ought t o  -mu-l -e  i t s e l f  d ep en d en t o v v ^ ^ m u s t n e c e s s a r i l y  
f e e l  r e s p e c t  f o r  th e  m ora l la w . "T h is  d e l i g h t  i s  t h e  
n e c e s s a ry  consonuenoe o f  an  o b je c t iv e  law  and  s im p ly  means 
t h a t  one ought a b s o lu te ly  (w ith o u t  u l t e r i o r  o b j e c t )  t o  a c t  
i n  s. c e r t a i n  w ay." (C. o f  J . .  2 3 7 .)
Tho n e c e s s i t y  im p lie d  i n  o u r t h e o r e t i c a l  and p r a c t i c a l  
Judgm ents i s  o b j e c t iv e .  The n e c e s s i t y  - h ic h  b e lo n g s  t o  o u r 
a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents m ust h av e  a  fu n d a m e n ta lly  d i f f e r e n t  c h a r ­
a c t e r .  F o r  we have  t o  remember t h a t  a l l  o u r  Judgm ents o f 
t a s t e  a r e  s i n g u l a r  Judgm en ts, i . e .  t h a t  th e y  a r e  c o n c e rn e d  w ith y *
iVvlVh 1 ' A
p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t .  Our t h e o r e t i c a l  and  p r a c t i c a l  judgm ents
O-v-u 1
(1 )  A b o tr t- th is  d o c t r in e ^ s e e  ab o v e .
m .
d e r iv e  t h e i r  n e c e s s a ry  v a l i d i t y  from  u n i v e r s a l  o b j e c t i v e  
r u l e s .  I n  o r d e r  t o  bo  a b le  t o  malco a  t h e o r e t i c a l  o r  
•n rae tice .1  judgm ent we m ust subsum e a  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e  under 
a. u n iv e r s a l  r u l e .  Tho u n iv e r s a l  o b jc e t iv o  r u lo  i s  g iv e n  by 
th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and  t h e  su b su m p tio n  i s  b ro u g h t  a b o u t by 
c u r  f ? c u l t  o f  Judgm en t. I n  t h e  c a se  o f a  t h e o r e t i c a l  ju d g ­
ment i t  i s  u r  f a c u l t y  o f t h e o r e t i c a l  Judgm ent w h ich  subsum es 
t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e  u n d er c o n c e p ts  o f  t h e  u n d e r s ta n d in g .  I n  
t h e  e a s e  o f  a  p r a c t i c a l  judgm ent i t  i s  o u r f a c u l t y  o f  p r a c ­
t i c a l  Judgm ent w hich subsum es a  g iv e n  e a s e  u n d e r c o n c e p ts  o f  
( 1 )
R eason .
Our judgm ents o f  t s .s to  c an n o t r e l y  upon o b je c t iv e  
u n iv e r s a l  r u l e s .  I n  ju d g in g  a  p a r t i c u l a r  o b je c t  b e a u t i f u l  
v/e r e f e r  o u r r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f i t  to  a  u n iv e r s a l  r u l e  w hich  
we a r e  in c a p a b le  o f  d e te rm in in g . T he u n iv e r s a l  r u lo  t o
b e a u t i f u l  b e c a u se  we re g a rd  i t  a s  a n  in s t a n c e  o f  t h i s  in d e ­
te rm in a te  and  in d e te rm in a b le  r u l e .
. I t  fo llo w s  t h a t  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  w hich b e lo n g s  t o  o u r a e s -
h*c** i J . ' t v i . J
th e t io ^ c a n n o t  b e  a p o d e ic t io  ( o b j e c t iv e  n e c e s s i t y ) .  I t  may be 
t a r m e d e x o a p la r y  n o c e c s i ty nJ*/^r -3»cr we c a l l  a  t h in g  b e a u t i f u l  
on t h e  g round  t h a t  v/e re g a rd  i t  a s  an  in s ta n c e  o f a  r u l e  
w hich  we c o n s id e r  n e c e s s a r y .  Vie demand everybody  a l a e 1 s 
a s s e n t  to  our judgm ent a b o u t a p a r t i c u l a r  o b je c t  b e c a u se  th e  
o b je c t  seem s to  us t o  ex em p lify  a  u n iv e r s a l  r u l e  in c a p a b le  o f 
f o r m u la t io n .  We assum e t h a t  o u r judgm ent i s  n e c e s s a ry  and
9u^r
t h a t  every  o t h e r 'o b j e c t  ough t t o  a g re e  to  i t  beds.use i t  r e f e r s  
to  a  r u l o  w hich we must n e c e s s a r i l y  assum o.
I t  i s  im p o rta n t to  n o te  t h a t  even t h i s  m ere ly  s u b j e c t iv e  
n e c e s s i ty  c an n o t b e  d e r iv e d  from  e x p e r ie n c e , l . e ^ from  o b e e r -
(1 )  -About  t h i s ,  s e e  above
• r a t io n  o f  t h e  ag reem en t o f  ju d g m e n ts . F o r  e m p i r ic a l  Ju d g ­
m ents c a n n o t l a y  c la im  to  any  u n i v e r s a l i t y  o r  n e c e s s i t y  a t  
a l l .  i i a p i r i e a l  o b s e r v a t io n  c a n  n e v e r  show more th a n  v/liat 
ta k e s  p la c e  i n  m ost c a s e s .  E m p ir ic a l  r u l e s  a r e  g e n e r a l  and  
n o t  u n iv e r s a l  and  n e c e s s a ry  r u l e s  (S e e  ab o v e  )«
■But A lth o u g h  we have  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  c l e a r l y  b e tw ee n  
a p o d e ic t i c  o b j e c t iv e  n e c e s s i t y  and u n i v e r s a l i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  
o f  o u r t h e o r e t i c a l  and  p r a c t i c a l  judgm en ts an d  t h e  m ere s u b ­
j e c t i v e  exem plary  n e ce s  i t y  and u n i v e r s a l i t y  o f  o u r judgm en ts 
o f  t a s t e  v/e m ust n o t c o n fu s e  a e s t h e t i c  judgm en ts w i th  e m p ir i ­
c a l  ju d g m en ts .
S e c t io n  1 9 .
When x io c a l l  a  t h in g  b e a u t i f u l  wa e-im p ly  im p ly  th a t  e v e ry ­
one  a ls o  ought t o  a g re e  w ith  u s , i . t h a t  over, one a ls o  ought 
t o  c a l l  i t  b e a u t i f u l .  r/e assum e t l i a t  i t  i s  s u b j e c t iv e l y  
n e c e s s a ry  f o r  ever: one e l s e  to  a s s e n t  t o  c u r  judgm ent^and  
i f  th e y  do n o t, we s a y  t h a t  th e y  o u g h t t o .  I t  i s  how ever 
n e c e s s a ry  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  b e tw een  th e  ’To u g h t” i m p l i c i t  i n  a 
judgm ent o f  t a s t e  and th e  "o u g h t"  w h ich  b e lo n g s  t o  o u r p r a c ­
t i c a l  judgm ents^ j f o r  w hereas p r a c t i c a l  judgm ents c a n  r e l y  
upon d e f i n i t e  o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p ts ^ th e  o b jo c t iv e  v a l i d i t y  of 
w hich c a n  be  e s ta b l is h e d ^ a n d  oca1 f a c u l t y  o f  p r a c t i c a l  Ju d g ­
ment h a s  to do n o th in g  b u t  subsum e th e  p a r t i c u l a r  c a se  under 
th e  d e te rm in a te  u n iv e r s a l  r u le s j  -e-aa? judgm ent o f t a s t e
ca n n o t r e f e r  to  a  d e te rm in a te  r u l e .  S he "o u g h t"  i n  a e s t h e t i c  
judgm ents i s  p ronounced  c o n d i t i o n a l l y . ■Prrr S i n c e  we have no 
o b je c t iv o  hnow ledge o f  t h e  r u l e  t o  w h ich  wo r o f e r ,  we can
Ht+Jt
n e v e r  "bo c e r t a i n  a o - t o  w h o th o r t h e  g iv e n  c a s e  a c t u a l l y  i s  a n  
in s t a n c e  o f t h e  in d e te r m in a te  r u l e .  T he u n iv e r s a l  s u b j e c t iv e
n e c e s s i t y  c la im e d  by  a e s t h e t i c  judgm en ts depends on  a  c o n ­
d i t i o n ,  t h e  c o n d i t i o n ,  n am ely , t h a t  th o  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e  
a c t u a l l y  i s  a n  in s t a n c e  o f t h e  r u l e .  The " o u g h t11 i s  e o n -
M
d i t i o n a l  i n  so  f a r  a s  we can  n e v e r  'be c e r t a i n  ao t 'O-nfae th e r  
we h av e  subsumed a  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e  c o r r e c t l y .  On t h e  o th e r  
hand  i t  i s  q u i te  c e r t a i n  t h a t  wo s h o u ld  h e  e n t i t l e d  t o  c o u n t 
on t h i s  ag reem en t p ro v id e d  wo w ere  a s s u r e d  o f  t h e  c o r r e c tn e s s  
o f  t h e  sub su m p tio n . -^ rrrT h e  r u l e  m u s t-b e  h o ld  t c  b e  u n i v e r ­
s a l l y  v a l i d  and n e c e s s a ry .
S e c t io n  2 0 .
I f  o u r judgment? o f  t a s t e  w ere  b a se d  upon an  o b je c t iv e  
a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e Jbhe.-; c o u ld  c la im  u n c o n d i t io n a l  n e c e s s i t y .
I f  th e y  w ere d e v o id  o f any  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  ( l i k e  a l l  o u r 
judgm en ts a b o u t t h e  p le a sa n t)^  th e y  c o u ld  c la im  no n e c e s s i t y
a t  a l l .
Now we hc.ve se e n  th a t ,  c u r  judgm en ts o f  t a s t e  a r e  b ased  
upon a  s u b je c t iv e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e .  I n  m aking them  v/e 
assum e t h a t  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  d e te rm in e  in d e p e n d e n tly  o f  any  
c o n c e p ts  ^by means o f m ere f e e l i n g ; t h a t  t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f 
c e r t a i n  o b je c ts  m ust n e c e s s a r i l y  c r e a t e  p le a s u r e  i n  e v e ry  
s u b je c t  w hich ju d g es them . I t  in  im p lie d  i n  su ch  a p r e ­
s u p p o s i t io n  t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t s  a  s p e c i f i c  s u b je c t iv e  s t a t e  o f  
mind common to  a l l  ju d g in g  s u b j e c t s .  K ant c a l l s  t h i s  assum ed 
s t a t e  o f mind,"common aense-rO  What h e  u n d e rs ta n d s  by  i t  w i l l  
be s e e n  from  t h e  fo l lo w in g  p a s s a g e .
"The judgm ent o f t a s t e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  depends on o u r o r e -  
su p p o s in g  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  a  common s e n s e .  (*But t h i s  i s  n o t
t o  b e  t a k e n  t o  mean some e x te r n a l  s e n s e  t>ut t h e  e f f e c t  a r i s i n g  
fro m  t h e  f r e e  p la y  o f  o u r pow ers o f c o g n i t i o n . ) O nly u n d e r 
t h e  p r e s u p p o s i t io n ,  I  r e p e a t ,  o f  su ch  a  common s e n s e ,  a r o  v:e 
a b l e  t o  l a y  down a  Judgm ent o f  t a s t e , ” ( C, o f  J . , 2 3 3 ^
S e c t io n  2 1 ,
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S e c t io n  i s :  Have w e^ 'reason  f o r  p re s u p p o s in g  a  common s e n s e ?  
H is  answ er i s  i n  t h e  a f f i r m a t i v e .  X w i l l  t r y  t o  e x p la in  h i s  
a rg u m en t.
I n  t h e  f i r s t  p la c e  i t  i s  im p o r ta n t  t o  n o te  t h a t  K ant 
does n o t  s o t  o u t  h e r e  to  p ro v e  t h a t  a  "common s e n s e "  a c t u a l l y  
e x i s t s .  I t  i s  c le a r ^ a c c o r d in g  to  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e s  
t h a t  a n  o b je c t iv e  p ro o f  o f  i t s  e x i s te n c e  i s  im p o s s ib le .  F o r 
i n  o rd e r  t o  p ro v e  i t s  e x is te n c e  t h e  r e l a t i o n  b e tw een  th o  im ag­
i n a t i o n  and th o  u n d e rs ta n d ix g  would h av e  to  bo a  d e te rm in a te
(Jl£ fftjvkO 'i clj: Cf
o n e .  11 v. d e te rm in a te  r e l a t i o n  wo h-.vs- of  im a g in a t ion
and--endorotan& iag7> i . e .  su c h  a  r e l a t i o n  i s  d e te rm in e d  b y  o b je c -
•Wihcn-e o-1
t i v e  c o n c e p ts  o f th o  u n d e r s t a M in f ^ n ^ e - e b ^ e e t iv e  v a l i d i t y  -e#
Wct-W-iA cci- h t  A-jkJA'Jtj- i,
w hich can  be- y r o r w h  V/e c a n  f o r  in s t a n c e  p ro v e  t h a t  c e r t a i n  
l o g i c a l  judgm ents a r e  o b j e c t i v e ly  n e c e s s a ry  b e c a u se  i t  c a n  be 
shown t h a t  i n  o rd e r  t o  have e x p e r ie n c e  o f  o b je c ts  wo m ust b r in g  
o u r im a g in a t io n  w hich ap p reh en d s t h e  g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n ,  i n t o  a
Cl\'f
d e f i n i t e  r e l a t i o n  to  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g , lYe m ust d e te rm in e  Hie 
m an ifo ld  by  means o f d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g ,  
i r u r i a c o r i e n t a l  p h ilo so p h y  c a n  p ro v e  t h a t  a  d e te rm in a te  r e l a t i o n  
betw een  im a g in a t io n  an d  u n d e rs ta n d in g  i s  a n e c e s s a ry  c o n d i t io n
CXv^_
of o b je c t iv e  e x p e r ie n c e .  But i t  c a n n o t p rove  t h a t  ^ in d e te rm in ­
a t e  r e l a t i o n ^  betw een  th e  two f a c u l t i e s  (harm ony o f  t h e  c o g n i-
t i v e  f a c u l t i e s ) a c t u a l ly  e x i s t s .  I t  can  o n ly  a s k :  Have wo
a c c o rd in g  to  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e s  r e a s o n /  t o  assum e t h a t  
i t  m igh t e x i s t ?
We h a v e  X o a rn t t h a t  a e s t h e t i c  judgm an ts a r e  b a se d  upon 
t h e  a ssu m p tio n  t h a t  t h e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  t h e  harm ony o f  t h e  
c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  i s  th e .s a m e  i n  a l l  s u b j e c t s ,  t h a t  t h e r e f o r e  
one s u b je c t  v.hon i t  becomes aw are o f  i t  i s  e n t i t l e d  t o  p r e -  
su p p o se  t h a t  e v e r -  o th e r  s u b je c t  v v ill n e c e s s a r i l y  become c o n -  
s c io u o  ox i t  a l s o  a n d ^ ta k e  th e  -same p les.su .ro  i n  th e  o b j e c t .  
fro s e e  ludgmenfcs o f  t a s t e  r e s t  upon th e  a ssu m p tio n  c f  a  common 
s e n s e .  t h e  q u e s t io n  t o  b e  answ ered  i s ;  I s  su c h  a n  a s su m p tio n  
i n  k e e p in g  w i th  th e  fu n d a m e n ta l p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l
p h ilo so p h y ?  to  answ er t h i s  q u e s t io n  v/e h av e  t o
ta k e  n o te  c f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a l l  o u r  o b j e c t iv e  l o g i c a l  judgm en ts 
r e s t  upon a  d e te rm in a te  r e l a t i o n - ^ -  t h e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  c o g n i t i o n .
.judgments a r e  O liv e rs  a l l ; /  v a l i d ,  t h a t  one g ood ju d g in g  s u b je c t
p h ilo so p h y  w hich  S in c e  i t  d e n ie s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  o b j e c t iv e  
end  u n i v e r s a l l y  v a l i d  juflgiaenos —-whiwh  c a n  -not. f or th .
.^ aayi'My  i s  i n  no way u n i v e r s a l l y  v a l i d  o r  n e c e s s a r y .  S h e  judg­
in g  s u b je c t  depends f o r  i t s  judgm ent e n t i r e l y  on i t s  own s u b ­
j e c t i v e  s t a t e  o f  mind. T ranscendenta l p h ilosop h y  does not  
s h a re  t h i s  v ie w .  Acoording t o  i t s  p r in c ip le s  c o g n i t io n s  admit
I t  h as  b een  shown i n  t h e  C r i t i c u e  o f P u re  kep.sqn t h a t  l o g i c a l
c a n  com m unicate i t s  o ;n s t a t e  o f  mind t o  ev ery  o th e r  s u b j e c t .  
T h is  i s  due t o  th e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t s  a  n e c e s s a ry  r e l a t i o n  
b e tw een  th e  i 'c c u l t i e s  o f  c o g n i t io n  j /h i c h  m ust be  th o  same in  
ev ery  s u b je c t  w hich  ju d g es  t h e  o b j e c t .  I t  I s  on ly  a  s c e p t i c a l
h a t  -^ T n e c e s s a ry  r e l a t i o n  betw een th e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  r e p r e s e n -  
(a t io n  over o x io te -j . t faerefco**- ovary  judgm ent w hich i s  made by 
i- p o re-oa - i s  v a l i d  o n ly  f o r  t h e  p e rs o n  who makes i t  and -con&e-> 
o f  "being u n i v e r s a l l y  com m unicated , -^Very o b j e c t i v e  co g ­
n i t i o n  depends on a  s p e c i f i c  s u b j e c t iv e  s t a t e  o f  m in d . A 
g iv e n  o b je c t  " s e t s  th e  im a g in a t io n  a t  v/ork i n  a r r a n g in g  th e  
m a n ifo ld  and th o  im a g in a t io n ,  i n  t u r n ,  ;h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  i n  
g iv in g  t h i s  oi’rangoaen.t. t h e  u n i ty  o f  c o n c e p t s ^  Nov; t h e  
r e l a t i o n  o f  th e  c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t i e s  ( im a g in a t io n  an d  u n d e r -  
s ta n d in g )  -v sry  a c c o rd in g  tc  th o  o b j e c t ,  o r  r a t h  o r  a c c o rd in g  
to  th o  c o n c e p t w hich i s  a p p l ie d  f o r  th o  o o g n i t io r .  o f  th o  
o b j e c t .  T h is  r s l a t i o n  a d m its  o f  b e in g  u n i v e r s a l l y  communi-
f ? ’rc '• t c d f iksv  o th e rw is e  o b j e c t iv e  la icv le d g e  would b e  im pos­
s i b l e .  Kant a rg u e s  t h a t  s i n c e  a c c o rd in g  to  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l
1 fo-v'-t ro jxj>
p r i n c i p l e s  4>hero i r - ■ m-rppos ed th o  c ::io  f e n c e  o f  d i f f e r e n t  d e t e r ­
m in a te  r e l a t i o n s  betw een  im a g in a t io n  and  u n d e rs ta n d in g
CX'-C.
r e l a t i o n  w h ich  4b  made n e c e s s a ry  by  o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p ts )  i t  i s
'& -Q  / W-Q.t v^fc £ £ »  /K» ^ / . c ( P f  CA CV/ j
p o s s ib l e  and even  n e c e s s a ry  th a u t h o r s  -a l s o  xS lflHw H a i l u d e t e r -
oiSLi&e r e l a t i o n  h i c h  b e in g  in d e p e n d e n t o f  any  c o n c e p ts , c a n
/ A  / j  / tj t , . ' — t .
o n ly  b e  d o t  orniinod by  a f e e l i n g .  Ife -a^e o n t i t l o d  t o -p r a -
,5/>-6i -i -t; A-t.
suppua-e t h a t  human b e in g s  -a sP ^ e a p a b le  o f  becom ing aw are o f  a 
harm ony o f  t h o i r  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  on. th o  r o p r a s s a t a t l o n  o f 
c e r t a i n  o b j e c t s .  T h is  in d e te r m in a te  harm ony m ust b e  th e  same 
i n  a l l  s u b j e c t s ,  i , e . ^ i t  must adm it o f  b e in g  u n i v e r s a l l y  com­
m u n ic a te d . ITov;, s in c e  v;e can n o t become aw are o f  th o  harm ony 
o f  th o  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  in .a n y  o th e r  way th a n  b;; f e e l i n g
i t  -ifc- r eaoortrii>i a  -t -e-frftaumo t h c---c r i s t-5rrvr-rf~sr~-crciMfw n -
k r  I f  J
h e r  frhi-e: Eicano no -M rg  V la c t h an  t h a t  th e  in d e te rm in a te  i>e-
l a .f i  on. o f  th e  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s ^  t h e  m ere harm ony o f  w h ich
/I i  cLu J - lk^ C )
wo become a w a re ,c f  by means o f  -a-m er e f e e l i n g ,  con  b&nua- 
-p a r t e d . f r o m-on. s u b je ct  to
e l a t io n  o f  t h -s--c o g n i t i v e f a ou l -^ i-ee oaai-^ f - ^ i o h -w o -becorao__
U 1
su p p o s in g  common c e n s e ?  T h is  q u e s t io n  h a s  now "been a n sw e re d .
S in c e  tra n sc o iid e n ta .1  p h ilo s o p h y  u n l ik e  s c e p t i c a l  p h i lo s o p h y /
i s  c o n v in c e d  t h a t  . u n i v e r s a l  c o m ia u n ic a b ili ty  o f  know ledge i s
' '  (fa
p o s s i b l e ,  i t  c a n  -a lsn r assum e, a l th o u g h  n o t p rove , t h a t^ u n i  v e r s  a 1
co m m n ic  a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  f o o l in g  w h ich  a r i s e s  fro m  o u r  c o n s c io u s ­
n e s s  o f  th e  harm on ious p l» y  o f  t h e  c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t i e s  i s  *v6o 
p o s s i b l e .
I t  h a s—t o  b e  n o te d  ih r r ’ t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  n h i lo s o p h y  does 
n o t  b a s e  t h i s  a s su m p tio n  upon p s y c h o lo g ic a l  o b s e r v a t i o n s . F o r  
■they w ould b e  o f  no a v a i ^ s e e i n g  t h a t  p sy c h o lo g y  i s  a n  e m p ir i ­
c a l  s c ie n c e  w h ich  c a n n o t v i e l d  a.nv n e c e s s a ry  a  p r i o r i  p r i n -
( ! )  '  — --------------------------
c ip lo s *  T ra n s c e n d e n ta l  p h ilo s o p h y  b a s e s  i t s  th e o r y  on i t s
own p r i n c i p l e  o f  t h e  c o m m u u ic a b ility  o f  Icnowledge ^ w hich  in  
f a c t  i s  p r i n c i p l e  assum ed b y  e v e ry  l o g ic  t h a t  i s  n o t one o f
s c e p t ic i s m ,
"S in c e  now t h i s  d i s p o s i t i o n  i t s e l f  m ust ad m it of b e in g
u n i v e r s a l ly  co jnmmiieated^ancl h en ce  a l s o  th o  f e e l i n g  o f  i t  (-en 
t h e  c a s e  o f  a  g iv e n • r e p r e s s e n ta t io n ) w h i le  a g a in  t h e  u n i v e r s a l
tA-Wvcrdk&A tJ/ M l c /  J J
o-erom ioobiM ty/ypresnppfoses a common s e n s e :  i t  f o l lo w s  t h a t  o u r
r  cU u J t
a ssu m p tio n  o f  i t  i s  w e ll  fo u n d e d . ;nd h e r e ,  t o o , we  ^h av e  to
ta k e  o u r s ta n d  on  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  o b s e rv a t io n s  b u t  we assum e a
common s e n s e  as fcho n e c e s s a ry  c o n d i t io n  o f  th e  u n iv e r s a l  eom-
m u n ie a b i l i ty  o f  o u r know ledge^w hich i s  p re su p p o se d  i n  e v e ry
fuJr
£ o g ic  and p r i n c i p le  o f  know ledge w hich i s  n o t  one o f  s c e p t i c i s m , '
(C of.7:
S e c tio n  2 2 .
fte^t
When v/e c a l l  an  o b je c t  b e a u t i f u l  we demand o f  everyone
steW- b
e ls e  a g re e  -Ur ou r judgm ent^ and  v/e do so  i n  s p i t e  o f t h e  f a c t
6 r 1
t h a t  o u r judgm ent i s  n o t b a se d  on c o n c e p ts ,  t h a t - I t  i s  e n t i r e l y  
d ependen t on our own f e e l i n g s .  T h is  im p lie s  t h a t  we p re su p p o se
1 h-tL
2  s r .
t h a t  o u r f e e l i n g  i s  n o t a p r i v a t e  f e e l i n g  ^ b u t a  f o o l i n g  w h ich  
ought to  h e  common t o  a l l  fu d g in g  s u b j e c t s .  I t  f o l i o ,  s  t h a t  
o u r judgm ents a b o u t b e a u ty  a r e  n o t e m p ir ic a l  ju d g m e n ts . -j^ e -  
de—n e t  e s t - o u ^-J-ud-~i;ioa J, u wotrrmx-iplrl c u l  e-bs e rvo-ti-eafc . we
for
do n o t  sa y ; S h is  t h i n g  i s  b e a u t i f u l ^  t e *  o b s e r v a t io n  h as 
shown t h a t  i t  h a s  g e n e r a l l y  been  h o ld  t o  b e  so* J& ap iriea l 
o b s e r v a t io n  c a n  o n ly  t e a c h  u s  who.t  i s ,  n e v o r  w hat ough t t o  
b e  (sec- ab o v e , ) and  su c h  an  :t o u g h t"  i s  i m p l i c i t  i n
e v e r y  ju d g m en t a b o u t  b e a u ty .  th e  a s s e r t i o n  w h ich  we a&ko i s  
n o t  t h a t  everyone w i l l  f a l l  i n  w ith  o u r  ju d g m en t^b u t t h a t  
ev ery o n e  ought t o ,  even  i f  no one e v e r  h a s  o r e v e r  w i l l .  T h is  
shows th a t^ a s  p ro v ed  i n  th o  l a s t  two s e c t io n s ^  t h a t  we p r e ­
su p p o se  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  a common s e n s e ,  g I t  h a s  a l s o  b e e n
shown t h a t  a l l  o u r  judgm ents a b o u t b e a u ty  a r e  s i n g u l a r  ju d g ­
m ents (p ee  above ) .  I t  i s  q u i i :o t r u e  t h a t  i n  Ju d g in g  a n  
ob ject- b e a u t i f u l  we must r e f e r  o u r  judgm ent t o  t h e  Id e a  o f  a  
common c e n se  ,-s th e  r u l e  to  w hich  e v e ry  ju d g in g  p e rs o n  i s  
th o u g h t to  b e  s u b j e c t .  And y e t  s in c e  ws c a n n o t .fo rm u la te  
t h i s  r u l o  and s in c e  wo can n o t d e te rm in e  i t  b y  'je a n s  o f o b je c ­
t i v e  co n ce p ts  i t  i s  im p o s s ib le  t o  a t t r i b u t e  to  t h e  u a r t i e u l a r  
■) o?W
judgm ent any  o th e r -  n e e e n s i ty ^ th a n  a  m ere ly  exem plary  n e c e s ­
s i t y ,  Shan we ju d g e  a  p a r t i c u l a r  o b jo c t  t o  be  b e a u t i f u l  we 
moan by t h i s  t h a t  we h av e  b e f o r e  us a n  in s ta n c e  o f t h e  u n iv e r ­
s a l  r u l e .  T h is  shows t h a t  tho  r u l e  w hich r e  c a n n o t d o t e rm ine  
ic. a n * id e a l  n o rn y ^  We e r e  j u s t i f i e d  i n  r e f e r r i n g  t o  I t  and 
wo a r c  r i g h t  i n  a s c r ib in g  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  t o  a Judgm ent 
w h ich  r e f e r s  t o  i t ^  $ o r  t h e  i j r i i i e lp lc  w hich  we a p p ly  i s  
s u b je c t iv e ly  u n iv e r s a l  and  n e c e s s a r y .  i3very©ne who maxes a n  
a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent r e f e r s  t o  t h e  i d e a l  r u l e .  T h a t t h e r e  e x i s t s  
su c h  a  r u lo  i s  a  n e c e s s a ry  X d e a . We m ust p re su p p o se  th e  e x i s -
te n d e  o f  ^ .common s e n s e  j end  v.:e s h o u ld  "be e n t i t l e d  t o  c la im  to n  
o u r judgm ent n o t  m ere ly  s u b j e c t iv e  u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  h u t  .Iso  
o b j e c t i v e  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  ( 1 . o «j::e  sh o u ld  b e  a b l e  t o  e s t a b ­
l i s h  t h e  t r u t h  o f  o u r judgm ent^ p ro v id e d  we w ere  a s s u r e d  t h a t
/ '  C . v ' - ? .
w e-hairs''subsum ed th e  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e  i n  q u e s t io n  c o r r e c t l y  
u n d er t h e  i d e a l  norm .
A l l  t h i s  i s  o b v io u s ly  n o th in g  b u t  a  r e s t a t e m e n t  o f th e  
argum ent w hich h a s  b een  s e t  f o r t h  i n  t h e  p re c e d in g  s e c t i o n s ,
w ith  th o  e x c e p tio n  o f  one p o i n t .  I t  i s  hovelA to  t h e - r e a d e r
Coa t'teo J i Uv7-*w*. W I-MaA  fa  f t*  A t - e & tS  * « c /x ^ A. 2 2 , t l v J t r ,
o f  S oo t i-on-38-irr-innrfc'"uamon~^Bnse-~ig--en-4d^grl-ne3?>m  -Tier/ 13? n t
'I
does n o t e x p la in  t o  th o  r e a d e r  w hat h e  means by  t h i s .  I n s t e a d  
o f  t h i s ,  h e  p r e s e n ts  him  w ith  a  s e r i e s  o f  n u o s t io n s .  Does 
common s e n s e  e x i s t  as a p r i n c i p l e  o f  t h e  p o s s ib ­
i l i t y  o f  e x p e r ie n c e ?  Or i s  i t  p e rh ap s  a p r i n c i p l e  o f  h e a so n ,
a  m ere r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  " t h a t  f o r  h ig h e r  ends f i r s t  se e k s
*Ut>.
to  b e g e t  i n  us a  common s e n s e .” ( C. o f  J . .  -Kant adds
a  few  o th e r  q u e s t io n s  w hich e re  e q u a l ly  u n i n t e l l i g i b l e ,  v/e need
A*.
n o t  c o n c e rn  o u rs e lv e s  \7 ith  them . F o r-K an t h im s e lf  t e l l s  us 
t h a t  ho  i s  n e i t h e r  w i l l in g ^ n o r  i n  a p o s i t io n ^ to  answ er any o f 
th e s e  q u e s t io n s .
ICant w i l l  i n  f a c t  l a t e r  -e-oneem  h im se lf- v / i th  a l l  t h t rg-e
know v e ry  l i t t l e  a b o u t ICant’ s d o c t r in e  o f "common s e n s e "
( - V v M  i t
-hsv^e-to a w a it h i s  f u r t h e r  e x p la n a t io n s . F o r  t h e  p r e s e n t  i t  is
i  •yA'.Vuhtr/ / { i /_£
-sUf-f -ie es- t e --gtot-e- t h a t  so  f a r  -Kant i s  n o t  r e a l l y  c o n c e rn e d  w ith  
th e  q u e s t io n  a s  to  w h e th e r "common se n se "  e x i s t s  o r  w hat i t s  
n a tu r e  i s .  A l l  he  h as done so  f a r  i s  to  show ( a )  t h a t  th e  
p re s u p p o s i t io n  o f such  a  common se n se  i s  n o t u n re a so n a b le  and 
n o t c o n t r a d ic to r y  to  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h ilo s o p h y  
(S e c t io n  2 1 ) ;  and  (b )  t h a t  t h e  Id e a  o f  a  common s e n s e  i s  a c t u a l l y
i( i )
p re su p p o se d  b y  Judgm ents o f t a s t e .
(1 )  "T h is  in d e te r m in a te  norm o f  a  common s e n s e  i s ,  a s  a  
m a t te r  o f  f a c t ,  p re su p p o se d  "by u s ;  a s  i s  shown b y  o u r 
p resu m in g  to  l a y  down Judgm ents o f  t a s t e . ' 1 ( C. o f  J . ,  2 3 9 )
G e n e ra l  Remarks on th e  F i r s t  S e c t io n  
o f  t h e  A n a ly t ic .
At t h e  b e g in n in g  o f t h i s  "G e n e ra l Remark" Kant s t a t e s  t h a t  
c(: fa s k c ^  h-hi s f
th e  r e s u l t  ■£*©«• th o  fo re g o in g  a n a l y s i s  I s  ^ th a t  t a s t e  -hag—iro be
re g a rd e d  a s  a  c r i t i c a l  f a c u l t y  by  w hich  an  o b je c t  i s  e s t im a te d
i n  r e f e r e n c e  to  t h e  f r e e  c o n fo rm ity  to  law  (G e s o tz a a o s s ig k e i t )
o f  th e  im a g in a t io n .  I  w i l l  t r y  t o  e x p la in  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n .
I n  t h e  f i r s t  p la c e  we have to  a s k  o u r s e lv e s  i n  w hat s e n s e
th o  im a g in a t io n  c a n  b e  s a i d  t o  be  " f r e e " .  V.'e remember t h a t
a c c o rd in g  to  Kant th e  f a c u l t y  o f  im a g in a t io n  h a s  two e n t i r e l y
d i f f e r e n t  fu n c tio n s* . -S ho re  oxirrfr (a )  -th e -  p r i-nc-iphe- o f  r e -
ow>-A /AsvT
p ro d u c tiv e  i r a a g in a t io n ,^ ( b ) t -ho p r i n c i y l o o f  p r o d u c t iv e  im a g in ­
a t i o n .  n e i t h e r  of t h e  two i s  " f r e e " .  -F-or R e p ro d u c tiv e  
Im a g in a tio n  i s  s u b je c t  t o  t h e  law s o f  a s s o c i a t i o n  and  do-nendent
* A  A '
on them . ;e a s s o c i a t e  one r e p r e s e n ta t lo n - 4 e  o th e r s  b e c a u se  i n  
e x p e r ie n c e  vie h ave  found them  com bined. I ‘h l s  i s  s  n e c e s s a r  
p s y c h o lo g ic a l  la w , r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  " g o ld "  and  t h e  r e p r e ­
s e n t a t i o n  "heavy" have i n  a l l  p re v io u s  e x p e r ie n c e  a c c o m p a n i e d  
each o t h e r .  As a  r e s u l t  o f t h i s  we a s s o c i a t e  th e  two r e p r e ­
s e n ta t io n s  w i th  one a n o th e r .  1'he r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  "g o ld "  makes 
us t h in k  of "heavy" -and v ic e , versa..
How it has been shorn in the Critique of Pure Reason that
2 9 1 .
we could  n o t  make use o f  our f a c u l t y  o f  rep rod ucin g  
r e p r e e e n ta t io n s  u n le s s  we assumed p r io r  to  a c tu a l  e x p e r ien ce  
th a t  the o b j e c t s  o f  our r e p r e s e n t a t io n s  were n o t  e n t i r e l y  
i r r e g u la r .  This i s  th e  p r in c ip le  assumed hy p r o d u ct iv e  
im a g in a t io n . We must employ i t  , and i t  i s  to  be regafded  
as an a p r io r i  p r i n c i p l e | f o r , i f  we a llo w ed  th a t  the  o b j e c t s  
o f  ex p e r ien ce  changed t h e i r  q u a l i t i e s  c o n t in u o u s ly ,e x p e r ie n c e  
i t s e l f  would be im p o s s ib le .  Our f a c u l t y  o f  rep rod ucin g  
r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  would f in d  no o p p ortu n ity  f o r  the e x e r c i s e  o f  
i t s  powers.
"It  i s  a m erely  e m p ir ic a l  la w ,th a t  r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  which  
have o f t e n  fo l lo w e d  or accompanied one another  f i n a l l y  become 
a ss o c ia te d ,a n d  so are s e t  in  a r e l a t i o n  w hereby,even in  the  
absence o f  the o b je c t ,o n e  of theme r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  c a n , in  
accordance v/ith  a f i x e d  r u le ,b r in g  about a t r a n s i t i o n  o f  the 
mind to the o t h e r .  But t h i s  law o f  rep ro d u ctio n  presupposes  
th a t  appearances are th em se lves  a c t u a l ly  su b je c t  to  such a 
r u le ,a n d  th a t  in  the  m anifo ld  o f  th e se  r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  a co­
e x is t e n c e  or sequence tak es  p la c e  in  conform ity  w ith  c e r ta in  
r u l e s .  Otherwise our e m p ir ica l  im ag in ation  would never f in d  
op p ortu n ity  fo r  e x e r c i e s  ap p rop ria te  to  i t s  powers,and so  
would remain co n cea led  w ith in  the mind as' dead and to  us unknown 
f a c u l t y ."  ( C .P .R .,A .10Q .)
I have a lrea d y  d e a l t  w ith  K ant's  d o c tr in e  o f  the 
produ ctive  im a g in a tio n , and i t  may s u f f i c e  to s t a t e  here  
th a t  accord ing  to  him both  rep rod u ctive  and produ ctive  
im agin ation  depend on c e r ta in  r u l e s  or la w s ,w ith  the one 
d i f f e r e n c e  t h a t  the  former depends on e m p ir ic a l ,p s y c h o lo g ic a l  
la w s ,th e  l a t t e r  on a p r io r i  la U s.
P roductive  im agin ation  i s  s a i l e d  p rod u ctive  on ly  in  so  
fa r  a s ,b e in g  independent o f  prev io u s e x p e r ie n c e ,  i t  i s  an
a  p r i o r i  c o n d i t io n  o f  e x p e r ie n c e .  E x p e r ie n c e  may th e r e f o r e  he 
s a id  to  he i t s  p r o d u c t .  B u t i t  m ust n o t  he f o r g o t t e n  t h a t ,  
a c c o rd in g  to  K a n t , im a g in a t io n  c o u ld  n o t  e x e r c i s e  i t s  power i f  
i t  were incap& hle  o f  h e in g  d e te rm in e d  hy th e  law s o f th e  u n d e r­
s ta n d in g .  I f  th e r e  w ere no such  l a w s u i t  co u ld  a ch iev e  n o th in g  
a t  a l l .
I  th in k  t h a t  > a lth o u g h  K ant d o es  n o t  u se  th e  t e r *  " a e s t h e t i c  
im a g in a tio n ,w e  may d i s t i n g u i s h  betw een  th r e e  f u n c t io n s  o f  th e  
Im a g in a t io n ,n a m e ly , (a )  r e p r o d u c t iv e  im a g in a t io n ,w h ic h  i s  n o t  
f r e e  s in c e  i t  depends on e m p ir ic a l  la w s , (h ) p ro d u c t iv e  im a g in a t io n  
w hich  i s  n o t  f r e e  e i t h e r , s i n c e  i t  d epends on th e  £  g t t g j  p r i o r i  
law s o f  th e  u n d e r s ta n d in g ,  and (c )  a e s t h e t i c  im a g in a t io n , w hich  
i s  th e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  u n d e r l i e s  o u r ju d g m en ts  o f  t a s t e .  A e s th e t i c  
im a g in a t io n  i s  b o th  p r o d u c t iv e , n o t  m ere ly  r e p r o d u c t iv e ,a n d  f r e e ,  
fo r  i t  i s  in d e p e n d e n t o f  any  d e te rm in a te  law s o f  tn e  u n d e rs ta n d ­
in g .
B ut h e re  th e r e  a r i s e s  a  d i f f i c u l t y .  When we ju d g e  an  
o b je c t  to  be b e a u t i f u l ,w e  a re  t i e d  down to  a  d e f i n i t e  f o r *  e f  
the  o b je c t ,a n d  th e r e f o r e  o u r im a g in a t io n  to  th e  e x te n t  d o e s  n o t  
e n jo y  f r e e  p l a y ,a s  i t  would i f  th e  o b je c t  w ere a  p ro d u c t o f  o u r 
own fan c y
®Kant sa ys  th a t  i t  i s  n o t  a f r e e  p lay  w ie  in  D lc h te n .  I t  must be 
noted th a t  D ich ten  does not here mean p o e t r y ,a s  Mr.Meredith  
t r a n s la t e s  i t .  I t  cannot p o s s ib ly  mean t h i s , f o r  the p o e t ,a c c o r d ­
ing to  Kant’s A e s t h e t i c ,e n j o y s  an e n t i r e l y  f r e e  p la y  o f  h i s  
im ag in ation  j u s t  as l i t t l e  as the  person  who ju d g es  the  poem. 
D ichten  means here to  fan cy  something or to  in v e n t  something  
i r r e s p e c t iv e  o f  any r u l e .  The person who d ic h t e t  l e t s  h i s  
im agin ation  run away w ith  him w ith ou t ta k in g  any account o f  w ith er  
tru th  or b eau ty . This i s  in  f a c t  the common m eanijg o f  the word 
D ichten  in  the e ig h te e n th  cen tu ry . I t  i s  used by Kant in  t h i s  
sense in  the l a s t  paragraph o f  our passage# Kant s t a t e s  there  
th at b e a u t i f u l  o b j e c t s  must be d i s t in g u is h e d  from b e a u t i f u l  v iew s  
p erce ived  i n d i s t i n c t l y .  As regards the l a t t e r , t a s t e  appears to  
f a s t e n  not so much on what the im agin ation  g r a s p s ( a u f f a s s t ) a s  on 
the in c e n t iv e  i t  r e c e iv e s  to  indulge in  f i c t i o n ( zu d ic h te n  AniflfiR 
bekommt) .  “I t  i s  j u s t  as when we watch the changing shapes o f  '— 
the f i r e  or o f  a  r ip p l in g  b rook sn e ith er  o f  which are th in g s  o f  
b ea u ty ,b u t they  convey a charm to  the im ag in a tio n ,b ecau se  they  
s u s ta in  i t s  f r e e  p la y ."  ( C ^ o f ,J . ,2 4 3 ,2 4 4 .)  (See a l s o  Anthropology. 
B k . l , S e c . 3 1 ,which i s  headed: Von dem s in n l lc h e n  Dicfrtungsvermogeln
'v* _
, Ivant g o os on i t  5c n o t  r o a l l y  d i f f i c u l t  t o
u n d e rs ta n d  how v. g iv e n  o b j e c t  c a n  male© us e n jo y  t h e  f r e e  p l a y  
o f  t h e  i m a g i n a t io n ,  ^ e v  " I t  in_ e a sy  t o  c o n c e iv e  t h a t  t h e
fa* «• Kt. _A> *•*. /ivvA ^
o b j e c t  may s  upp.Ty)/S©e4=sae4© j u s t "  s u c h  a  f o m  o f  t h e  a r r a n g e ­
ment o f  th e  m a n i f o ld ,  a s  t h e  im a g in a t io n  i f  i t  w ere  l e f t  t o
cUl\ '1 v r j ?
i t s e l f  would f r o o l y  p r o j e c t  i n  harmony w i th  t h e  c^ o n fo r m i ty  t o
law  o f  t h e  undeg s t a M i n ^  ( i n  .2a.notimmune a i t  d o r  V e r s t a n d o s -
g e s o t s Q a s e s s ig k e l t  ucbor-hr up t ) ,  ( C. o f  j . t 24C, 24
The l a s t  o rd s  h e r e  a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i m p o r t a n t , t 'a n t  i s
con v in ced  t h a t  t h e  im a g in a t io n  by i t s e l f  c a n n o t  g iv e  u s  any
id e a  o f  b e a u ty .  I n  o u r  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  t h e r e  must
b e  some r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g . T he  im a g in a t io n  i s
f r e e  i n  so  f a r  a s  i t  i s  n o t  r e f e r r e d  t o  any  d e te r m in a te  lav; o f
$  *.« 
t h e  u n d e r s t a n d in g , b u t y l s  n o t  e n t i r e l y  f r e e .  T h e re  i s  an
in d e t e r m in a t e  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and i t s  p r i n c i p l e  
c f  com ’o r  mi t  t o  law  i n  g e n e r a l .  The im a g in a t io n  a s  s u c h  i s  
a c c o rd in g  t o  Kant a  f a c u l t y .  I t  i s  n o t  t h e  im a g in ­
a t i o n  a s  s u c h ,  i . o . j  f r e e  im a g in a t io n  w hich  e n a b le s  us t o  make 
judgm ents o f t a s t e .  Our judgm ents o f  t a s t e  depend on a harmony 
be tw een  im a g in a t io n  and u n d e r s t a n d in g .  "But t h a t  t h e  im a g in a ­
t i o n  sh o u ld  b e  b o t h  f r ee and o f  i t s  el f  _o onf o r  ma b 1 e t o  lav;
(g e s e tz m a o s s lg ) i , o .; c a r r y  autonomy w i th  i t ,  i s  a  c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  
Tho u n d e rs ta n d in g  a lo n e  g iv e s  t h e  la w ."  ( C. o f  J . .  2 4 1 ^
'But T h a t  t h e  im a g in a t io n  c a n n o t  b e  r e f e r r e d  t o  any  d e f i n i t e
Aw fj;  - • •'.#»* c£t*s\ /*y ti-tf-vO
law  o f  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  i o - a io c  -c l ea r .  4txt' in  t h a t  c a s e  th e  
judgment v/ould n o t  b e  a  judgm ent o f  t a s t e .  I m a g in a t io n  r e f e r s
eg 1a
to  t h o  p r i n c i p l e ^ e o n f  o rm it;  -of law i n  g e n e r a l  w i th o u t  any f u r t h e r  
d e te r m in a t io n .  The judgment w hich i s  made i s  a s u b j e c t i v o  
and n o t  a n  o b j e c t i v e  judgneirfc.
f o o tn o te  c o n t in u e d  fro m  p r e v io u s  p a g e ) ,
' H d ^ s e j ^ M n j r e ^  ^ I t  i s  a w e l l  knovm p s y c h o lo g ic a l
f a c t  t h a t  c e r t a i n  p e rso n s  a l th o u g h  u n m u sica l  and  in c e n a b l e  o f 
a p p r e c i a t i n g  t h e  b e a u ty  o f a  p i e c e  o f m usic ,  e n jo y  1+ in  ** 
ovm way. I t  e x c i t e s  i n  them a l l  s o r t s  - f  p l e a s a n t  r s s o e i a t i n S -  
ICant would h ave  s a i d  o f  thorn t h a t  a l th o u g h  t h e i r  ima in a -? n r .  
i s  in c a p a b le  o f  g r a s p in g  t h e  b e a u ty  of t h e  o b j e c t  bb .
i t  owing t o  th o  f a c t  t h a t  t h e i r  im a g in a t io n  r e c e i v e s  f r o n  
an  in c o n t  ve  t o  in d u lg e  i n  f i c t i o n  ( zu  d i c h t e n  A n la s s  b S c o n a t)  •
2
i n
"Eence i t  i s  o n ly  a  c o n fo rm i ty  t o  law  w i t h o u t  a  la w , 
a n d  a  s u b j e c t i v e  h a rm o n is in g  o f  t h o  i m a g in a t io n  and  th o  u n d e r ­
s t a n d in g  w i th o u t  a n  o b j e c t i v e ,  one ^ w hieh  l a t t e r  w ould  mean t h a t  
t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  v;as r e f e r r e d  to  a  d e f i n i t e  conec-pt o f t h e  
o b j e c t  -  t h a t  c a n  c o n s i s t  w i t h  t h e  f r e e  c o n fo r m i ty  t o  law  o f  
t h e  u n d e r s ta n d in g  (w h ich  h a s  a l s o  b e e n  c a l l e d  p u r p o s iv e n e s s  
w i th o u t  a  p u rp o se )  and w i t h  t h e  s p e c i f i c  c h a r a c t e r  o f  a  j u d g ­
ment o f  t a s t e »n ( C . o f  J . , 24l()/W|
The re m a in in g  - a r t s  o f  t h e  " G e n e ra l  dem ark /"  a r e  so  e a sy
1
t h a t  I  w i l l  n o t  c o n c e rn  m y se lf  w i th  th e m ^ a n d ^ tu rn  d i r e c t l y  t o  
t h e  seco n d  booh o f  t h e  ’"A n a ly t i c  o f  Aes t h e t i c  J udgiaegjT^ t h e  
A n a ly t i c  o f t h e  S u b lim e .
S e c t i o n  2 5 .
I n  t h i s  S e c t i o n  we f i n d  a  g r e a t  many s t a t e m e n t s  which 
Rant d o e s  n o t  make s u f f i c i e n t l y  c l e a r *  T his  how ever i s  n o t  
v e r y  d i s t r e s s i n g ,  ^ o r  m ost of th e m  w i l l  b e  e x p la in e d  l a t e r .
I  w i l l  do no mere th a n  g iv e  a n  a c c o u n t  o f  K an t’ s a rg u m e n t .  He 
b e g in s  by com paring t h e  b e a u t i f u l  w i t h  t h e  s u b l im e .  -Frrr j u d g ­
ments ab o u t  t h e  b e a u t i f u l  and ab o u t  t h e  su b l im e  a r e  b o t h  p u re  
a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m en ts .  T h is  c an  b e  shown i n  t h e  f o l lo w in g  
nr n n e r  * f  ^  )
("'The b e a u t i f u l  and  t h e  su b l im e  p l e a s e  on t h e i r  own a c c o u n t ,  
.'lie:: v:c ju d g e  a  t h i n g  su b lim e  we sp e a k  o f  ou r  own d e l i g h t  and  
do n o t  Judge t h e  o b je c t  a s  s u c h .  Our judgm ents  ab o u t  t h e
, \^vKknt _ch-v Z&*, Jf~ cif i.-m i Jjj
su b lim e  a r e  r e f l e c t i v e  ju d g m e n ts ,  i . o b ^ they  do' h o t ' 'd e p e n d  upon 
a  d e f i n i t e  c o n ce p t  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  io g -i o a b - j-udgiae n t s .
But a l th o u g h  th e y  a r e  s u b j e c t i v e  judgments^we must d i s t i n g u i s h  
them from  o u r  judgm ents a b o u t  t h e  p le a s a n t^ w h ic h  depend e n t i r e l y  
on s e n s a t io n *  Our judgm ents ab o u t  th e  b e a u t i f u l  and ou r  j u d g -
,
i
n e n t s  a b o u t  t h e  su b l im e  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  f rom  our* 
judgm en ts  ab o u t  t h e  good  and  o u r  judgm en ts  a b o u t  t h e  p l e a s a n t .  
They a r e  d i f f e r e n t  from  t h e  f o r m e r  i n  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  in d e p e n ­
d e n t  o f  d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p ts  and  fro m  t h e  l a t t e r  i n  t h a t  th e y  
p r o f  e s s  to  b e  u n i v e r s a l l y  V ' l t d  i n  r o n p oo t  o f -■-evmyr-nrrfbyffct. 
They do so  d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  th e y  a r e  b o th  s i n g u l a r  j u d g ­
ments and n o t  d i r e c t e d  to  any  knowledge o f  t h e  o b j e c t .  They 
a s c r i b e  u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  o n ly  t o  t h e  d e l i g h t  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t .
I t  i s  assumed t h a t  t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  c e r t a i n  o b j e c t s  i s
( 1 )
n e c e s s a r i l y  c o n n e c te d  w i th  p l e a s u r e .
We c a n n o t  a s c r i b e  any  u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  t o  a s u b j e c t i v e  
judgm ent u n le s s  wo r e f e r  c u r  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  t o  a  r u l e  v a l i d  f o r  
a l l  - o b j e c t s , i t  f o l lo w s  t h a t  o u r  judgm ents  ab o u t  t h e  su b l im e  
l i k e  o u r  judgm ents ab o u t  t h e  b e a u t i f u l ^ r e f e r  i n  t h e  ju d g in g  o f  
p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t s  t o  an  in d e t e r m i n a t e  r u l e  w h ich  we h o ld  t o  
b e  v a l i d  f o r  a l l  s u b j e c t s .  A l l  t h i s  w i l l  b e  f u l l y  e x p la in e d  
l a t e r ^ b u t  we s e e  a l r e a d y  t h a t  ou r  judgm ents a b o u t  t h e  b e a u t i ­
f u l  -and t h e  su b l im e  a r e  i n  many r e s p e c t s  s i m i l a r  t o  one a n ­
o t h e r ,  T h is  i s  due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  the- ' a r e  bo h a e s t h e t i c  
r e f l e c t i v e  judgm ents ,
ICanfc goes  on t o  show t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  a l s o  im p o r ta n t  d i f f e r ­
ences be tw een  t h e  two k in d s  o f  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents '. "The 
b e a u t i f u l  i n  n a tu r e  i s  a  q u e s t io n  o f  t h e  fo rm  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  
and  t h i s  c o n s i s t s  i n  l i m i t a t i o n ,  w hereas  t h e  su b l im e  i s  to  b e  
fo u n d  i n  an  o b j e c t  even  d e v o id  o f  fo rm ,so  f a r  as  i t  im m e d ia te ly  
in v o lv e s^  or e l s e  by i t s  p r e s e n c e  p r o v o k e s ^  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of 
l i m i t l e s  a r e a s , y e t  w i th  a  supea^dded  th o u g h t  o f i t s  t o t a l i t y .  
A c c o rd in g ly  th o  b e a u t i f u l  seems t o  bo r e g a r d e d  a s  a p r e s e n t a -
(1 )  ICart s t a t e s  h e re  t h a t  t h e  " d e l i g h t "  i s  c o n n e c te d  w i th  th e  
mere p r e s e n t a t i o n  o r  f a c u l t y  o f. p r e s e n t a t i o n  and i s  th u s  
t a k e n  to  e x p re s s  t h e  a c c o rd  e h fa  g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n ,  o f  t h e  
f a c u l t y  o f  p r e s e n t a t i o n  ( ^ r s t e l l u n g )  o r  t h e  im a g in a t io n  w i th  
t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  c o n ce p ts  t h a t  b e lo n g  to  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o r  Rea­
so n , i n  t h e  s e n s e  o f  t h e  fo rm er  ( v i s .  im a g in a t io n )  a s s i s t i n g  
th e  . l a t t e r .  The p a r a l l e l  w i th  t h e  judgm ents ab o u t  t h e  be&u+-i 
f u l  i s  c l e a r .  iThy ho b e l i e v e s  t h a t  ou r  judgm ents ab o u t  tho 
su b l im e  c o n n ec t  im a g in a t io n  and Reason to  one a n o th e r  beeo"’^  
c l e a r  l a t e r .  (See  below
2  f t ,  .
t i o n  o f  an  i n d e t e r m i n a t e  c o n c e p t  o f  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  t h e  su b l im e  
as a p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  a n  i n d e t e r m i n a t e  c o n c e p t  o f  R e a s o n ."
(C .o f  J . ,  S M f a
This is easy to understand -in so far as the judgments
tf-jL
a b c u t ^ b e a u t i f u l  a r e  c o n c e rn e d .  Vfe h a r e  s e e n  t h a t  K ant h o ld s  
t h a t  t h o  im a g in a t io n  a lo n e  c a n n o t  p ro d u ce  a n y  Judgment b e c a u s e  
i t  i s  a  se n su o u s  f a c u l t y .  I n  o r d e r  t o  b e  a b l e  t o  make a  
judgm ent a b o u t  b e a u ty  .e h av e  t o  r e f  o r  t o  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d in g ,
An a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent ab o u t  t h e  b e a u t i f u l  does n o t  make u s e  o f  
a n y  d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p ts  o r  r u l e s .  The r e l a t i o n  be tw een  t h e  
im a g in a t io n  and  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  i s  a n  i n d e f i n i t e  on e . The 
im a g in a t io n  i s  r e f e r r e d  t o  t h o  u n d e r s t a n d in g  o n ly  In s o  f a r  
a s  t h e  l a t t e r  i s  t h e  s o u r c e  o f  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  c o n fo rm i ty  t o  
law  i n  g e n e r a l  ( G oeetzm aeas ig ice it  u e b o r h a u p t ) . i ;s  Judge  a n  
o b je c t  b e a u t i f u l  on t h e  ground  t h a t  t h e  im a g in a t io n  i n  a p p r e ­
h en d in g  t h e  o b j e c t  f e e l s  I t  t o  b e  n o t  a  mere m a n i fo ld  o f  d i s ­
c o n t in u o u s  p a r t s .  T h e re  i s  some p r i n c i p l e  o f o r d e r  and  l i m i ­
t a t i o n  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  apprehended  m a n i fo ld .  I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  a  
l o g i c a l  judgm ent t h e  l i m i t a t i o n  i s  due t o  d e te r m in a te  law s and 
r u l e s  o f  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g .  We know why t h e  m a n ifo ld  i s  s u b j e c t  
t o  o r d e r  and l i m i t a t i o n .  I n  t h e  o a s e  o f  o u r  Judgment a b o u t  th e  
b e a u t i f u l  we m ere ly  f e e l  i t ,  Wa f e e l  t h a t  t h e  o b j e c t  w h ich  we 
p r e s e n t  to  o u r s e lv e s  i s  n o t  f o r m l e s s .  T h is  i s  t h o  r ea so n  th at  
we come t o  t h i n k  o f  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and  i t s  p r i n c i p l e s  o f 
l i m i t a t i o n ,  ^ o r  i t  i s  t h e  f u n c t i o n  o f  a l l  t h e  c o n c e p ts  o f  t h e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  t o  d e l i m i t  an  o th e r w is e  d i s o r d e r l y  m a n i fo ld  w hich  
i s  ap p rehended  by t h e  im a g in a t io n .  Thus t h e  u n d e r s ta n d in g  g iv e s  
a law  t o  t h e  im a g in a t io n  which a s  su c h  i s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  mere 
a p p re h e n s io n .  The im a g in a t io n  l e f t  t o  i t s e l f  m ere ly  h eap s  up 
a m a n ifo ld  o f  g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n s .  I t  does n e t  p r o v id e  us w i th
any  r u l e  w hich  would s u b j e c t  t h e  m a n i f o ld  t o  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f
Ct£>
o r d e r  -whieh would s e t  l i m i t s  t o  t h o  c o n t in u o u s  s t r e a m  o f
-pnrehen&ed i n t u i t i o n s .
How Kant * s p rob lem  her©  i s  * I t  i s  7u.lt© e a s y  t o  s e e  
t h a t  c b e a u t i f u l  o b j e c t j t h o  e s s e n c e  o f  w h ich  c o n s i s t s  i n
l i m i t a t i o n ^  s h o u ld  mslce us f e e l  a harm ony o f  i m a g i n a t i o n  and  t h e  
u n d e r s t a n d in g .  I t  awakens i n  us a  f e e l i n g  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  an  
i n d e t e r m i n a t e  r e l a t i o n  be tw een  t h e  im a g in a t io n  and t h o  u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g .  We ernn.ot d e r i v e  t h i s  freon any  d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p t  
o f t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  a n d  y e t  i t  i s  e a sy  t o  s e e  why we s h o u ld  
r e g a r d  t h e  b e a u t i f u l  " a s  a  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  a n  i n d e t e r m i n a t e  
c o n ce p t  o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g . " (C .o f  J . , 2 4 4 ^
But hov; can  wo r e g a r d  a n  o b j e c t  w hich  we ju d g e  s u b l im e  
a s  r e p r e s e n t i n g  n p r i n c i p l e  o f o r d e r ?  Wo c a l l  a n  o b j e c t  
su b lim e  f o r  t h e  t o r y  r e a s o n  t h a t  i t  i s  d e r o id  o f fo rm  b e c a u se  
i t  c o n ta in s  a  g r e a t e r  m an ifo ld  o f  7- a r t s  t h a n  o u r  im a g in a t io n
c a n n o t  com prehend t h e  g iv e n  s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t  t h e  knowing s u b j e c t  
f e o l c  i t s e l f  r a i s e d  above t h e  v /orld  o f  s e n s e ,  i n  r e p r e s e n t i n g  
t-e- t h e  o b j e c t  t o  o u r s e l v e s ,  yw  f i n d  t h a t  we cann o t oegiprohond
p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  xvorld . An o b j e c t  w h ich  we 
f e e l  t o  b e  g r e a t e r  th a n  any o t h e r ,  an  o b j e c t  which d e f i e s  a l l  
o u r  a t t e m p ts  a t  c o n f in in g  i t  w i t h i n  c e r t a i n  l i m i t s ^ i s  c o n s id ­
e re d  b y  us a  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  an  in d e t e r m in a t e  c o n ce p t  o f 
R eason . T h is  i s  due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  R eason’ s c o n c e p ts  (Ideas) 
a r e  c o n c e p ts  of t h e  i n f i n i t e  w o r ld  o f th e
Since however ou r judgments about th e  sublim e a re  a e s th e t io  and 
m ere ly  su b je c tiv e  judgments i t  fo llow s th a t  l a  making them we
1^ 0 . r<j
c l e a r e r  l a t e r  onj t h a t  t h e  v e ry  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  im a g in a t io n
i t ^ a n d  t h i s  makes us t h i n k  o f Reason and  h e r  I d e a s  w h ich  a r e
can no t r e f e r  t o  an-- d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p ts  o f  R eason . Oar Ju d g ­
ments a b o u t  t h e  su b l im e  a r e  "based upon a n  i n d e t e r m i n a t e  and
in -5 .a tsw a ln ab ld r o l o t i c n  o f  im a g in a t io n  and R eason. -Jft
t h l - e - p l c a sr is r - f h e  trufea o pe q».fr r o»4^L c m .
V/e may n o r  f H o n r  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  S e c t i o n  2 3 .
K a n t ' s  a rgusion t may h e  p a r a p h r a s e d  as  f e l l o w s .  V/e h av e  soon  
t h a t  a l l  our* judgm ents a b o u t  " b e a u t i f u l  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  i n v o lv e  
t h e  I d e a  o f  a  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  o f  n a t u r e .  I n  c a l l i n g  a  n a t u r a l  
o b j e c t  b e a u t i f u l  we r e g a r d  i t  as  p u r p o s iv e  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  our 
f a c i l i t y  o f  Judgm en t. Tho o b j e c t  seems t o  "be/a* - cukafUA, t o  
ou r  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment and  i t s  p r i n c i p l e  c f  a e s t h e t i c  r e f l e x ­
io n .  T ie  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  makes us aw are  o f  a harm ony o f  c u e ' 
c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t i e s  ( im a g in a t io n  and -th e - u n d e r s t a n d i n g ) and  i t  
seems t o  us a s  i f  n a tu r e  nad  p u r p o s e ly  c r e a t e d  c e r t a i n  o b j e c t s  
i n  o r d e r  t h a t  v?e sh o u ld  become aw are  o f t h i s  harm ony w hich  
g iv e s  us p l e a s u r e .  T h e re fo r e  we c a n  q u i t e  r e a s o n a b ly  s p e a k  of
b e a u t i f u l  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s .  But how c an  v/e a s c r i b e  p u r p o s i v e -
irfr
n e s s  t o  n a t u r e  when -she p r e s e n t s  us v / i th  o b j e c t s  w h ich  v/e ju d g e  
s u b l i m e d  ff-c r  i.'c- -c u l l  - a* •j c f (v*. fH-xJt —
t h e s e  o b j e c t s  a s  r e g a r d s  t h e i r  fo rm  a r e  n o t  o n ly  n o t  p r e -  
a d a p te d  t o  o u r  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm en t. -0a t h o  c o n t r a r y  th e y  a r e  
c a l l e d  su b lim e  on t h e  ground t h a t  t h e y  a r e  i l l - a d a p t e d  (zw eek-
v / id r ig )  t o  i t ?  An o b je c t  v/hich i s  ju d g ed  to  b o  s u b l i n e  seems 
d e v o id  o f  a l l  fo rm . I t  i s  ‘'4*? i f  w ere  a n  o u t r a g e  on th e  
im a g in a t lo n ^ a n d  y e t  i t  i s ^ a l l  t h e  moro su b lim e  on t h a t  a c c o u n t . "  
( C .o f  J . .  S 4 ^
From t h i s  i t  f o l lo w s  t h a t ,  p r o p e r l y  s p e a k in g ,  we c a n n o t  
c a l l  a n  o b je c t  o f n a tu r e  s u b l im e .  " A ll  t h a t  we c a n  sa y  i s  
t h a t  t h e  o b je c t  l e n d s  i t s e l f  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  a  s u b l i m i t y  
d i s c o v e r a b le  i n  t h e  m ind ."  (C . o f  J . . 2 4 5 ^
7  ?<?
The f e e l i n g  o f  t h e  s u b l im e  a r i s e s  i n  us b e c a u se
W -tJ  C‘V ■' dado /-K) J a
f  R eason and i t s  c o n c e p ts  o f / s u p e r s e n s i b l e  w o r ld .  S u b l im i ty
i s  i n  no way t o  ho  r e g a r d e d  a s  a proports '-  o f  a  s e n s i b l e  ob­
j e c t .  She  c o n c e p ts  o f  R eason ( I d e a s )  a r e  p r o d u c t s  o f t h e  
mind and c a n n o t  b e lo n g  t o  any  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t .  Wo ju d g e - th e -  <x~.
f . . A C - /r-
I «C t /
e ^ r oeeAt h e  I d e a s  o f  R eason . From t h i s  i t  nay  b e  s e e n  t h a t  
ou r  a e s t h e t i c  judgm en ts  about- t h o  su b l im e  a r e  even  more s u b ­
j e c t i v e  t h a n  o u r  judgm ents a b o u t  t h e  b e a u t i f u l .  I n  ju d g in g  
a n  object- su b l im e  v;e r e f e r  our r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  c f  i t  t o  some­
t h i n g  t h a t  has  n o th in g  w h a te v e r  t o  do w i t h  t h o  s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t  
i t s e l f ,  nam ely  t o  I d e a s  o f  R eason ,
"Thus t h e  b ro a d  o cean  a g i t a t e d  b y  s to rm s  c a n n o t  be  c a l l e d  
su b l im e .  I t s  a s p e c t  i s  h o r r i b l e ,  and  one must havo  s t o r e d  
one’ s mind i n  advance  w i t h  a  r i c h  s t o c k  o f i d e a s ,  i f  s u c h  r.n 
i n t u i t i o n  i s  t o  r a i s e  it- t o  th o  p i t c h  o f  a  f e e l i n g  w hich i s  
i t s e l f  su b l im e  -  su b l im e  b e c a u se  t h e  mind has  b e e n  i n c i t e d  t o  
abandon  s e n s i b i l i t y ,  a n d  employ I t s e l f  upon I d e a s  in v o lv in g  
h i g h e r  p u r p o s i v e n e s s ( C. o f  J . , 2 45 , 2 4 6 ^
v/e have  s t a t e d  a g a in  and  a g a i n  t h a t  c u r  judgm en ts  ab o u t
n a t u r a l  b e a u ty  a r e  bound up 4 a  a  s p e c i f i c  p r i n c i p l e ,  t h e  p r i n -
£kR
e i p l e  ofAp u rp o a iv e iie ss  o f  n a t u r e .  V/e c o n c e iv e  t h e  Id e a  o f  a  
n a tu r e  which i s  moro th a n  mere m echanism. H a tu re  i s  r e g a r d e d
by Kant i n  t h e  I n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Ju d g m en t. Ho h a s
h*-4
shown th o r o  t h a t  a l th o u g h  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  ox .T ec h n iq u e  of n a t u r e  
ignatur o  ro g a rd e d - fig - a r t -—-p ^ p os-iv -onon a ■ -o f  n-r tu r e ) -  i s  n o t  an 
o b j e c t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  i t  i s  a  n e c e s s a r y  and  o r i g i n a l  a  p r i o r i  
p r i n c i p l e  e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th o  
u n d e r s t a n d in g . For^ a s  h e  h a s  made c l e a r  we assume i t  f o r  t h e
.1 t h i s  has  b e e n  e x p la in e dw>*
e x p la n a t i o n  o f  t h o s e  phenomena w h ich  o u r  u n d e r s t a n d in g  and
i t s  m e c h a n ic a l  p r i n c i p l e s  c a n n o t  e x p l a i n .  The p r i n c i p l e
M'.C:
v/hich i s  assum ed by t h e  - f a c u l ty  o f  Judgm ent i s  t h a t  o f^ p u rp o c c -  
i v e n e s s  o f  n a t u r e  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  employment o f  J u d ^ a o n i .
JCant r e p e a t s  a l l  t h i s  h e r e  o n ly  t o  show t h a t  t h e  p r i n ­
c i p l e  of p u rp o s iro n e sQ  does n o t  a p p ly  t o  o u r  ju dgm en ts  a b o u t  
th e  s u b l im o ,  JPer Vie ju d g e  t h o s e  p r o d u c t s  o f n a t u r e  t o  he  
su b lim e  w hich  a r e  i l l - a d o p t e d ,  t o  o u r  f a c u l t y  o f  Ju d g m e n t,  K ant 
goes on t o  show t h a t  f o r  t h i s  r e a s o n  th o  c o n c e p t  o f  t h e  cub l im e  ■ 
o f  n a t u r e  i s  f a r  l e s s  im p o r ta n t  t h a n  t h a t  o f  i t 3  b e a u t y .  -For ■ 
i t  g iv e s  no i n d i c a t i o n  o f  a p u rn o s lv e n o s s  on t h e  p a r t  o f  n a t u r e .  
I n  o r d e r  t o  f i n d  a  t h i n g  b e a u t i f u l  we must s e e k  f o r  g rounds 
e x t e r n a l  t o  o u r s e l v e s .  I n  o r d e r  t o  ju d g e  a  t h i n g  s u b l im e ,  we 
r,ood n o t  l o o k  for- c.ny e x t e r n a l  g ro u n d s .  I t  i s  o u r  own mind 
which i n t r o d u c e s  s u b l i m i t y  i n t o  n a t u r e ,
"T h is  i s  a  v e r y  n e e d f u l  p r e l i m i n a r y  rem aric . I t  e n t i r e l y  
s e p a r a t e s  tiae  i d e a s  o f  t h e  su b lim e  f ro m  t h a t  o f a  p u rp o s iv o n e s s  
o f  n a t u r a ,  and  makes t h e  t h e o r y  o f  t h e  s u b l im e  a  mere appendage  
t o  t h e  a e s t h e t i c  e s t im a te  o f  t h e  p u rp o s iv a n o s s  o f  n a t u r e ,  b e ­
c a u s e  I t  does n o t  g iv o  a  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  any  p a r t i c u l a r  fo rm
/ uaJ* OV- ->
a / |P ± n a t
employment by  t h e  im a g in a t io n  o f  i t s  own r e p r e s e n t a t i o n , r; ( C .q f  J . 
2 4 6 .)
S e c t i o n  2 4 ,
In  t h i s  s e c t i o n  Kant makes a  few rem arks  upon t h e  d i v i s i o n  
o f  th e  - A n a l y t i c  o f t h e  S u b l im e d  He s t a t e s  t h a t  h e  w i l l  f o l lo w
&\a.
t h e  same p r i n c i p l e ^ a s  i n  t h e  -"A n a ly tic  o f t h e  B ea u tifu l" -* The 
A n a ly t i c  w i l l  b e  d iv id e d  a c c o rd in g  to  th e  c la s s e s  o f  c a t e g o r i e s  
(Q u a n t i ty *  Q u a lity , R e la t i o n  and  M o d a lity ) ,
Tho " d e l i g h t "  i n  t h o  su b l im e  l i k e  t h a t  i n  t h e  b e a u t  i f  t i l
[^KAufc}p
w i l l  DO shown l a -i t  a nuant-it-y t o  b o  u n i v e r s a l l y  v a l i d ,  i n - i t o -
h  U  Q W > 0
o x  MfoT indopon&o-rb o f  i a to ro . - f a ^ - i n  i t o  r e l a t i o n
C / xJ&Vkv)
£  c o n ta in  s u b je c tiv e  p rr  pOGivanoss. and 4 a - i ^ - ^ o d a l i t y  i t - H a r l
Ov'.fbi-/',)
Jobe n e o o s s a r^ .1 "'Vs only  d i f f e r  ones w i l l  bo th a t  we sh a ll, 
beg in  w ith  Q uan tity  in s te a d  o f  " ■ u o . l i f y ^ (a*** c- ")
Sfcrafobject which :;o ju d g e  t o  b o  s u b l im e  may b e  d e v o id  o f
X? f^*.V-• ■‘ -- I- -. ■ en.tf it'-C./ fi
a l l  fo rm . g-fre- ■o a lnr  -of / my e x p o s i t i o n ^ t h e  " A n a ly t i c  o f  th o
firing
B e a u t i f u l "  v / l l l  h av e  n o t  l o a d  t h a t  I  hav-e- t -^kon/vno a c c o u n t  o f  
th e  f a c t  t h a t  Tai-i’j*s a n a l y s i s  o f  judgm ents o f  t a s t e  p ro c e e d s  
a c c o rd in g  t o  t h o  c l a s s e s  o f  t h e  c a t e g o r i e s .  I t  i s  n c u r i o u s  
f a c t  t h a t  t h e  r e n d e r  c f  t h e  " A n a ly t i c  o f  t h e  B e a u t i f u l "  »•■ o u ld
jLG<*<uAs fo'-'-t hi c^-
.no t  -even h a v e -no’bi-cod' t h a t  & i;rt *a e x p o s i t i o n  p ro c e e d s  i n  t h i s
^  L
jaajmes? J i f  ■ho hud  n e t  i n d i c a t e d  i t  b y  th o  h e a d in g s  w h ich  ho  
g iv e s  t o  t h e  m ain  d i v i s i o n s  o f  t h e  A nalytic^M om ent o f  Q u a l i t y ,  
fo m en t  o f  Q u a n t i ty ,  Moment o f R e l a t i o n ,  Momasit o f  K o d s l i t ^
I  d a re  n o t  d e c id e  t h e  q u e s t io n  -a s  ---o-w h e th e r  t M s  d i v i s i o n  i s  
m erely  a r t i f i c i a l -  b u t  i t  seems t o  me t h a t  i f  i t  i s  i t  h a s  had
J
v e r y  l i t t l e  i n f lu e n c e  upon Kant*o a rg u m e n t , The same seems 
t c  me t o  h o l d  f o r  th o  " A n a ly t i c  o f  t h e  S u b lim e^  and  I  s h a l l  
t a k e  v o ry  l i t t l e  a c c o u n t  o f  K ant*s d i v i s i o n s ,
T'ant goes on t o  s t a t e  i n  S e c t i o n  2d t h a t  t h e r e - t o  y e t
*\A# fat
a n o th e r  d i v l s l o n ^ r e q u i r e d  by t h o  " A n a ly t ic  o f  t h e  Sub lim e"^  
Thocpo-v r i l i - M  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  be tw een  t h e  m a t -h o o a t ie a l ly  su b lim o
./hat t h i s  moans w i l l  bo ® >s n d  th o  d y n a m ic a l ly  su b l im e ,  
p l a i n e d  b y  S e a t  l a t e r .  F o r  t h e  p r e s e n t  i t  may oufrSice t o
<o At \-(r^ /L
'■H-
s t a t e  t h a t  l-hnt h o ld s  t h a t  we may ju d g e  n a t u r e  t o  be  su b l im e
/CsrO («-)
on  tfee- grounds t h a t  -itA: r e s e n t s  us w i th  o b j e c t s  w h ich  v/e jud/re 
; '  foi-V..A/ /iaxy<v«j, 41
t o  be i n f i n i t e l y  " g ro a t" { W aV/s a t t r i b u t e  to  t h an 9 ob je c ts
a b so lu te  magnitude ^m athem atically  sublim e ) j  ^ Jfa tu re  in  some 
iti
o f  h er  products makes us f e e l -her a b s o lu te  m ight o v e r  us
v?0 7 - .
(d y n a m ica lly  su b lim e)*  T h is d i v i s i o n  seem s to  me more
im p o r ta n t  s e e i n g  t h a t  K ant a c t u a l l y  draws a  c le a r  d i s t i n c t i o n
be tw een  t h o  two l a n d s  o f  s u b l i m i t y  and  i n  h i s  e x p o s i t i o n  t a k e s
(1 )
p r o p e r  a c c o u n t  o f i t *
5 o a t  i o n  .25,
K ant b e g in s  h i s  a n a l y s i s  w i t h  a  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  th e  su b lim e . 
I t  runs a s  f o l l o w s .  "Sub lim e i s  t h o  name g iv e n  t o  what i s  
a b s o lu te ly  g r e a t ."  ( C. of J . .  248j^,
KaW* Oi’.jjl'itfiK
Uext t h e  qu-o a t i en  i s  ai&etrey-ed w hich  o f  t h e  f a c u l ­
ty
t i e s  o f  t h e  mind t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  t h e  a b s o l u t e l y  g r o a t  i s  t o  b e
n / f e  A
a s s i g n e d .  Kant shows t h a t  i t  b e lo n g s  n e i t h e r  t o  t h e  u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g  n o r  t o  s e n s e  n o r  t o  Reason^ b u t  t o  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  
Judgm en t, I  w i l l  t r y  t o  g iv e  a n  a cc o u n t  o f h i s  a rg u m e n t ,  
i The c o n c e p t  o f t h e  a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t  i s  n o t  a  c o n c e p t  o f  t h e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g *  I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  p ro d u ce s  
t h e  c a te g o ry  o f  q u a n t i t y  and t h a t  we c a n  a s s o r t  p r i o r  t o  
a c t u a l  e x p e r i e n c e ,  t h a t  ovary  e m p i r i c a l  o b j e c t  w i l l  p o s s e s s  
m ag n itu de  w i th o u t  any  c o m p a r iso n  w i th  o t h e r  t h in g s  b e in g  r e ­
q u i r e d .  But t o  b o  e n a b le d  t o  d o t  am In a  how g r e a t  a n  o b je c t
i s  v;a r e q u i r e  so m e th in g  e l s e  a s  *4s m easure and s t a n d a r d  of  
co m p ariso n . V,ro s e e  t h a t  i n  t h i s  way t h e r e  can  n e v e r  a r i s e  
th e  c o n c e p t  o f  a b s o l u te  m ag n itu d e . The o b j e c t  i s  g r o a t  o n ly  
i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  u n it w hich i s  t a k e n  as  t h a  stan d ard  o f  our 
m easu rem en t.  From t h i s  i t  f o l lo w s  t h a t  t h e  con cep t o f  t h e  
a b s o lu te ly  g r e a t  ( o f  t h a t  w hich  i s  g r o a t  beyond a l l  c o m p a r iso n )  
i s  n o t  a  c o n c e p t  o f  t h e  understand ing and m ust n o t be c o n fu s e d  
w i t h  t h e  c a te g o r y  o f q u a n t i t y , y lJo i th e r  eon i t  bo regard ed  as 
a con cep t o f R eason. For Reason and i t s  co n cep ts  ( Id e a s )  a re  
concerned w ith  th e  su p e r s e n s ib le  and w i l l  never make us Judge
(1 )  w-  . x Lnology, s e e  above on K ant*s d i s t i n c ­
t io n  between m athem atical and dynam ical I d e a s .
a  s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t  t o  bo b s o l u t e l y  g r o a t .  I n  c o m p a r iso n  w i th  
t h e  I d e a s  o f  R eason  e v e r y  s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t  i s  i n  f a c t  i n f i n i t e l y  
sm a ll .•
I t  n e ed  h a r d l y  b e  m en tio n ed  t h a t  t h e  c o n ce p t  o f  a b s o l u t e
V
i n t u i t i o n  a n d  sense- by thorns e lv e s  c m  n e v e r  b e  s o u r c e s  o f  a
g r e a t n e s s  c a n n o t  b e  a c o n c e p t  o f  i n t u i t i o n  o r  s e n se *  -®e3?
ju d g m e n t ,  I n  o r d e r  t o  d o te rm in e  so m e th in g  a s  a  q u a n t i t y  v/e 
have  t o  r e f e r  ou r  i a i t u i t i o n s  t o  c o n c e p t s .  S ense  a s  su c h  i s  
e n t i r e l y  i n d e t e r m in a t e  a n d  t h e  ju d g in g  s u b j e c t  i n  o r d e r  t o  b e  
e n a b le d  to  ju d g e  a n  o b j e c t  has t o  r e f e r  S ts  s e n su o u s  i n t u i t i o n s  
t o  c o n c e p t s ,
The c o n c e p t  o f  th e  a b s o l u t e ^ g r e a t  b e lo n g s  t o  t h e  f a c u l t y  
n
o f  Judgm en t,  Tiro judgm ent w hich makes us c e l l  a  s e n s i b l e  
o b jo c t  a b s o l u t e l y  g r o a t  does n o t  - te jrn r t  m y  p r i n c i p l e  o f  c o g -
trf
n i t i o n .  We c a l l  o b j e c t s  a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t s  su b l im e  b e c a u s e f-
v/o f o a l  t h a t  we c a n n o t  im ag ine  t h a t  any  o b jo c t  c o u ld  b e  g r e a t e r .
   —  ( ' j ,  f v l '  CVA.V 4 U j~ l Cr s - ------------------------
\ t1 io  ju d g a is i t  i t ) a a -^v^ gt f e e t i - e ^ o t  a 0  o g n i t iv ©  j  udgraent .  \ t t  may 
seem  a s  i f  when v/e a s s a r t  t h a t  an  o b j e c t  i s  a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t ,  
v/e have  noth ing: i n  th e -w a y  o f  s. co m parison  p ro s  o u t  t o  o u r  m inds . 
How, i t  i s  q u i t e  t r u e  t h a t  i f  we too l:  an  o b j e c t i v e l y  d e te rm in e d  
m easure  a s  ou r  s t a n d a r d , 1 . a i f  v:e a s c e r t a i n e d  t h e  q u a n t i t y  
o f  c u r  o b je c t  b y  co m pariso n  v / i th  a  f i x e d  unlt^  v/e c o u ld  n o t  c a l l  
any  o b j e c t  a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t .  I t  would bo  g r e a t  m ere ly  by 
cony m i ; /  on w i th  t h e  u n i t  o r  w i th  o t h e r  o b j e c t s  o f  known s i z e .
But t h e r e  must b e  some s t a n d a r d ,  F o r  v;hon v/e c a l l  a n  o b j e c t  
a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t j v/e demand t h e  a s s e n t  c f  overy  o t h e r  s u b j e c t .
I t  i s  e a sy  t o  s e e  t h a t  judgm ents ab o u t  t h e  sh b l im o  a r e  n o t  
o b j e c t i v e  judgments^ and  what i s  p r e d i c a t e d  i n  t h e n  i s  m ere ly  
t h a t  we t h e  ju d g in g  s u b j e c t s  f i n d  i t  im p o s s ib le  t o  im ag in e  t h a t
J  w i t  p h m * J '•Xc. /-Ci Q\ix-o/L,
a  g r e a t e r  o b je c t  c o u ld  e x i s t ,  t h a t  t h e -o b j e c t  im tv l l  L  g l / u n  T,0
S o i f '
r t - u J  ^  'i/tj kteJL lbj' ^  ‘vC/r^u/ U -i'X *
.an io-boyond our ff&c ulty of-^oapgehffinsicin . /ff-o-aaro not -at all
interested in comparing our object with others and ascertain­
ing its objective sir,e. Ve refer Xn assigning universal
AM> A zltf
vr.lidity to our judgment,to other subjects. We presuppose
/ hs^ «<?
that everyone els© will find it eerily impossible as we do
to imagine the existence of a greater object^ We—assent
4*ft*-ttefih-eb4wir^iir^tB?ps^H*-e^eaealt^ of uumpreM'®IEfTim~ofrJ
oyoryon* (and that in. conseouence of this everyone will agree
to our judgment which culls it sublime,
S t /(< stcK^CK*c(_ C!y  fas.
V/o see^the sfandard-refegrod -to—fen-tho judging oufrj-oct-,
f i^ c L - jv v J u s J ', c w ^ f ii  ' h ^ f -
*t^is not the object by itself which is judged but the object 
in relation to the judging sub,locks', 'i’he judgment is a
reflective aesthetic judgment, not an objective logical Judg­
ment, "Hence a standard in certainly laid at tho basis of 
the judgment, which standard is presupposed to be one that 
can bo taken a3 the same for everyone, but which is available 
only for an aesthetic estimate- of tho greatness ana not for
one that is logical (mathematically determined) for the atan- 
a
dard 13/merely subjective one underlying the reflective ju d g­
ment upon the greatness," (C . of J., 24 SQ'}
Another -point to be noted is that although we may have no 
interest whatever in the real existence of an object its more
CrJz»Jb-Qj> Ci
greatness 'is^  creating in us a feeling of delight. It ia the 
more contemplating of the object which gives us pleasure and 
we ascribe universal ccmmunicabi I i ty to this pleasure, i.e.^we 
assume that the same pleasure will be felt by everyone else.
In all this our judgments about "the sublime? agree with our 
judgments about th e  b e a u t i f u l .  The rem arkable d if fe r e n c e  
between th e  two judgm ents, how ever, i s  th a t we cannot c a l l  an  
objoct b e a u t i fu l  w ith ou t a t  th e  same tim e a s c r ib in g  a purpos-
i r e  fo rm  t o  t h o  objoct- i t s e l f . ’?e c a l l  t h e  ob jec t,  i t s e l f
b e a u t i f u l  b e c a u s e  a s  r e g a r d s  i t s  f o r a  i t  s e e a s  p r e - a d o p t e d  
t o  c u r  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm en t. The o b j e c t  w h ich  vie ju d g e  t o  he  
su b l im e  on t h e  o t h e r  hand seems t o  us d e v o id  o f  a l l  fo rm .  I t  
i s  i l l - a d a p t e d  t o  o u r  f o c a l t v  o f  Judgm en t. Vo ju d g e  i t  t o  
b e  a b s o lu te ly -  g r o a t  f o r  t h e  v e r y  r e a s o n  t h a t  vie a r e  i n c a p a b l e
o. 'J a<< a .
of 4 c £ u i^ h c r -a±n- - f -';. In  t h e  c a s e  of a  judgm ent a b o u t  t h e  
b e a u t i f u l  our f a c u l ty  of Judgment^i n  r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  o b je c t t o  
i t s e l f ,  becomes aware o f  a harmony of t h e  im a g in a t io n  and  t h e  
u n d e rs ta n d ! : ’;*. T h is  g i v e s  us p l e a s u r e  and  makes us assum e 
t h a t  everyone e l s  Qj i n  r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  o b j e c t ,  w i l l  ta le s  t h e  
sane h in d  o f  p l e a s u r e  in  t h e  o b j e c t ,  t h e  p leasu re  w hloh a r i s e s  
f ro m  t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  p u rp o a iv e n o se  in  t h e  employment o f  t h e  
c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t i e s P ti» 0\  )
-&*/- "J-IXJL,t-vW J ‘ a' l '~
■ it- i f f  v e ry  d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  how th e -  o b j e c t  which
v;e ju d g e  t o  fee a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t  c a n  g iv e  us any .bind o f  p l e a s u r e
A 9’^ f-
a t  a l l .  How c a n  ou r  v e ry  i n a b i l i t y  g i v e  o r t h e  f e e l i n g  t h a t
1- /disfj:C5l\ As _
i t  i s  p u rp o s iv e )^ * *  t h e  employment o f  o u r  c o g a i t i v o  f a c u l t i e s .  
C'M ftc • /ATt... ci
-I t -  i!3— e l e s r  ( a )  t h a t  o u r  judgm ents  a b o u t  t h e  su b l im e  a r e  
m ere ly  r e f l e c t i v e  judgm ents and  a s  s u c h  must b e  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  
from, .judgments w h ich  d e te rm in e  t h e  m ag n itu d e  o f  o b j e c t s  by
evi^. ( (")
m ea su r in g  them , ever y  t h a t  t h e  Id e a  of -o u rposiveness
w hich  l i e s  a t  t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e a e s t h e t i c  judgment? m in t b e  o f
5 A®
a  v e r y  •y o o u l ia r  k in d  of p u rp o u lv o n o s s .
" I f  we s a y  o f  cm o b j e c t  w i th o u t  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  t h a t  i t  i s  
g r e a t ,  t h i s  i s  n o t  a m t h o a a t i o c l i y  d e te rm in a n t^  b u t  a  n o ro  
r e f l e c t i v e  judgment upon i t s  r e p r e s a n t e t i o n , v h i c h  i s  s u b jo o -  
t i v e l y  p u rp o s iv e  f o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  employment o f  our c o g n i t i v e  
f a c u l t i e s  i n  t h e  e s t im a t io n  o f  X  m a g n i tu d e ."  ( C .o f  j . .  2 4 ^
I n  o r d e r  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  t h i s  we have i n  t h e  f i r s t  p l a c e  t o
i
3d  6,
^ once  no r e  t h o  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw ee n  m a th e m a t ic a l ly  d e te rm in a n t  
judgm ents and  r e f l e c t i v e  judgm onts w h ich  make us Judge  a n  ob ­
j e c t  to b o  a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t .  As far a s  m a th e m a t i c a l ly  d e t e r ­
minant jucl&newtn •wr-s concerned an object is ever judged t o  b e
U r  hiti-l
a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t ^  F o r  tfere~fLeyfe9g---a r  o c one ern e d —witfa" ao o o r  -  
ta in iaag  objectively hoy/ g r e a t an  objoct i s .  They do t h i s  by 
t a i l in g  other objects 0,3 the s t a n d a r d  of t h e  m easu rem en t,  The 
o b j e c t  nay b e  ton tines a h u n d red  tin©.^ oven a  m i l l i o n  t im e s  
as great an anjp other o b j e c t .  And y o t  t h e  id e a  o f  a b s o l u t e  
g r e a t n e s s  c a n  n e v e r  -hadrHr. For it is clear that nothing c an  
e v e r  b e  g i v e n  i n  na tu re^  no m a t t e r  hov/ g r e a t  it is^ w h ich  r e ­
g a rd  oa in come other r e l a t i o n  may not bo do.grsdod t o  th o  l e v e l
o f  t h e  i n f i n i t e l y  s m a l l .  As so o n  a s  v.*e compare a n  o b j e c t
if"
w i t h  o t h e r  o b je c ts ^  we can n o t  f i n d  a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t  A m o u n ta in ^  
f o r  in s tan c e^ m ay  b e  g r o a t  i n  c o m p ar iso n  w i th  any  o t h e r  moun­
t a i n  b u t  i t  w i l l  b e  judged  t o  b e  s m a l l  v.'hon i t  i s  r e g a r d e d  i n  
some o th e r  r e l a t i o n .  Tho c o n c e p t  o f t h e  a b s o l u te 3 y  g r e a t  o r  
o f  t h a t  w hich .is g r e a t  beyond o i l  c o m p a r iso n  i s  on  a e s t h e t i c  
c o n c e p t . When we c a l l  an  o b j e c t  a b s o l u t e l y  g r e e t  o r  sub lim e^  
v/e neon, by  t h i s  t h a t  f o r  t h i s  o b j e c t  i t  i s  n o t  p e r m i s s ib l e  t o  
s e e k  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  s t a n d a r d  o u t s i d e  i t s e l f ,  b u t  m ere ly  i n  
i t s e l f .  " I t  i s  a  g r e a t n e s s  com parab le  t o  i t s e l f  a l o n e . ” "T hat 
i s  su b l im e  i n  com parison  w i th  w h ich  a l l  e l s e  i s  s m a l l . "  (C . o f  J , 
8P0
Wo have  s t a t e d  t h a t  no o b j e c t  c an  b e  judged  a b s o l u t e l y  
g r e a t  i n  co m pariso n  w i th  o t h e r  o b j e c t s .  The Idee, o f a b s o l u t e  
g r e a t n e s s  r e f e r s  t h o  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f t h o  o b j e e t j u o t  t o  o t h e r  
ob jec ts^  b u t  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t .  I t  i s  t h e  s u b j e c t  w hich  f e e l s  
t h a t  th o  o b jo c t  w hich i t  r e p r e s e n t s  t o  i t s  ©If i s  g r e a t e r  th a n  
a n y th in g  e l s e ,  "Hoace i t  comes t h a t  t h o  su b l im e  i s  n o t  t o  b e
is " 7.I
looh-'d  for* i n  t h o  t h i n g s  o f  n a t u r e ,  "but o n ly  i n  o u r  crcm I d e a s .
But i t  must "bo l o f t  t o  t h e  d e d u c t io n ,  shov: i n  w M o t  o f  t h e n
i t  r e s i d e s . "  (C . o f  J . .  2 5 0 ^
I t  ir. clear* i t  i s  T ory  d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e r s ta n d
ICant means by t h i s  b u t  t h e  l a s t  sor-ds shov/ us t h a t  h e  r i l l  eo:-
C—V
p l a i n  i t  l a t e r .  I n  e t h e r  .S e c t io n /  h e  g iv e s  a  r a r e  o u t l i n e  o f
h i s  a rg u m e n t . To a r e  t o l d  t h a t  r h i l e  t h e r e  i s  a  s t r i v i n g  i n
c u r  i n a  r i . r  " on t c r a r d e  r  o g re s s  ad l -a f in i tu n i  and w h i l e  l e a s  on
A&/ v_-~r
demands «>«ol*rta t r t e l i t : * /  a s  a  r e a l  I d e a ,  t h e  i n a b i l i t y  on t h e  
■y t f l  c* our f a c u l ty -  f o r  t h e  e s t i m a t i o n  c* t h i n g s  « ?  t h e  w o r ld  
o f  s e n s  a fit© at*2- HLtt- 16 t h i s  Id e a  a ra h o n s  i n  as  a f e e l i n  - o f  a 
s u p e r s e n s i b l e  f a c u l t y  w i t h in  u s .  a eoo t h a % h a n t  b e l i e v e s  
t h a t  cu r  im a g in a t io n  has  a  n a t u r a l  te n d e n c y  to  p ro ce ed  '■•■ixa .h e  
a - p r e h e n s io n  o f a r i v e n  m an ifo ld  ln d e f  i n i  r e l y .
J f c p r h e r e  a r e  c e r t a i n  o h <a c t s  i n  n a t u r e  w h ich  v;a c a n n o t  
com prehend. Our im a g in a t io n  f e e l r ,  i t s e l f  e h ec h ed . I t  c a n n o t  
r e a c h  t h o  t o t a l i t y  c f  t h e  g iv e n  s e n s i b l e  o b j e c t .  x h e  i t i a g i n -
v- i - . V - i
a t i o n  ssn.net p ro c e e d  c.nd t h i s  r c . » g  th© sub j  a c t  -t h in h r-of Hee.fi on* s 
I d e a  o f  t o t a l i t y  -=*er-?.eae<m i n  c o n c e iv in g  t h e  I d e a  of 
- t o t a l i t y  i s  n o t  c-one e r r e d  - r i t h  t h e  s e n s i b l e  w orld  b u t  m i th  t h e
{■u-/ Ntry
s u p e r s e n s i b l e  w o r ld ,  -enr l a b i l i t y  t o  com prehend t h e  t o t a l i t y  
o f  c e r t a i n  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  rem inds u s  o f  a s u p e r s e n s i b l e  f a c u l t y  
r i t h  i n  up .
{■ in  nor e a s ie r  to  3ee what Want's reason s are  fo r  b e l i e v ­
in g  th a t  th e  r e p r e se n ta t io n  f  th e  s e r e  g r ea tn e ss  o f  an o b je c t  
in v c lT d o , " t h e  co n sc io u sn ess  o f  a  s u b je c t iv e  p u rp osiven esa  in  
th e  anploynent of our c o g n it iv e  fa c u lt ie s .-"  S h e o b je c t  which, 
i s  judged su b lim e  i s  not a t  a l l  p u r p o s iv e . ? o r  th e  on ly  purpose  
t h e  o b je c t  s e rv o s  i s  th a t  i t  males us t h i r l :  o f  car f a c u l t y  co n -  
o er a ih fe Idee* of R eason. Our va ry  i n a b i l i t y  t o  e e t in a te  th e  
s e n s ib le  o b je c t  atrukene in  us th e  f e e l in g  o f  a su p e r s e n s ib le
I
3 o & .
power w i t h i n  o u r s e l v e s .  The o b j e c t  i s  p u r p o s iv e  o n ly  i n  so  
f a r  i t  g iv e s  o c c a s io n  t o  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent f o r  t h ink*-
f  . tfj. • ■ ';■> td
‘ t h a t  f a c u l t y  o f  th o  mind w hich  a lo n e  i s  c o n c e rn e d  w i th  
t h e  s u p e r s e n s i b l e ,  nam ely , R eason .
"And I t  i s  t h e  u se  t o  w hich Judgment n a t u r a l l y  p a t s  
p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t s  on b e h a l f  o f  - the  l a t t e r  fee l in g ; ; ,  t h e
feeling-; o f  a  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  w i t h i n  and  n o t  t h o  o b j e c t  o f 
s o n c e ,  t h a t  i s  a b s o l u t e l y  g r o a t ,  and  e v e ry  o t h e r  c o n t r a s t e d  
employment s m a l l .  C o n se q u e n tly  i t  i s  t h o  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  s o u l  
(G e i s t e s s t i mnuHg) evoked by a  p a r t i c u l a r  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  eng ag ­
i n g  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  th e  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm en t, and  n o t  t h e  
o b j e c t ,  t h a t  i s  t o  b e  c a l l e d  s u b l im e ."  (C . o f  J . .  350J/r/
"The su b l im e  i s  t h a t ,  t h e  mere c a p a c i t y  o f  t h i n k i n g  w h ich  
e v id e n c e s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  mindj t r a n s c e n d in g  e v e ry  s t a n d a r d  o f 
s e n s e . "  ( C. o f  J . .  S5Q)^i
S e c t io n  £ 6 .
The argum ent s e t  f o r t h  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  may be  p a r a p h r a s e d  
a s  f o l l o w s .  T h ere  a r e  two methods o f  e s t i m a t i n g  t h e  m agn itude  
o f  o b j e c t s ,  namely (a )  e s t im a t i o n  o f  m ag n itude  by  n e a r s  o f  
num bers ( o r  a lg e b r a i c  s y m b o ls ) /  -4% may be  c a l l e d  m a th e m a tic a l
t l
e s t i m a t i o n ,  (b )  e s t im a t i o n  by  t h e  ey orf i t  may be  c a l l e d  a e s ­
t h e t i c  e s t i m a t i o n .  As we have  a l r e a d y  s t a t e d ,  m a th e m a tic a l  
e s t i m a t i o n  o f  a  m agn itude  c n  p r o g r e s s  i n d e f i n i t e l y  by  s im p ly
a d d in g  one u n i t  t o  a n o th e r  .-and—th u s  d ot er  m in ing—t ho mag n i t u d e"
(WMSf
ef^tdrtr'-ob'yect^- I t  be  n o te d ,  how ever, t h a t  t h e  e s t im a -
t i o n  must h ak e  u se  o f a  fu n d am e n ta l  u n i t  a s  a  known q u a l i t y  
w hich c a n  b e  no f u r t h e r  d e te rm in e d .  How c a n  t h i s  i r r e d u c i b l e  
fu n d a m e n ta l  u n i t  be  e s t im a te d ,  how c a n  i t s  m agn itude  b e  d e t e r -
th*.
m ined? O bviously  o n ly  by  i n t u i t i n g  i t .  v/e c a n n o t  r e p r e s e n t  
t o  ou rse lv o B  t h e  f i r s t  and  fu n d am e n ta l  u n i t  by means o f  w hich
4
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we m easu re  i n  any  o t h e r  vmy t h a n  b y  g r a s p i n g  i t  im m e d ia te ly  
( 1 .  e_.  ^w i th o u t  m e d ia t io n  o f  n u m e r ic a l  c o n c e p t s )  i n  i n t u i t i o n .  
I t  f o l i o -  s  t h a t  " A l l  e s t i m a t i o n  o f  t h e  m ag n itu de  o f  o b j e c t s  
o f  n a t u r e  i s  i n  t h e  l a s t  r e s o r t  a e s t h e t i c  ( i . e .  s u b j e c t i v e l y  
and  n o t  o b j e c t i v e l y  d e te r m in e d ) , "  ( C . o f  J . ,
■Sew 3"t i s  c u i t e  t r u e  t h a t  a s  f a r  a s  m a th e m a t ic a l  e s t i ­
m a t io n  o f  m agn itude  i s  c o n c e rn e d  we c a n  n e v e r  come a c r o s s  a 
g r e a t e s t  p o s s i b l e  o b j e c t .  -~£sxr k k t h e m a t i e a l  e s t i m a t i o n  i s  
m ere ly  p r o g r e s s i v e .  I t  p ro ce ed s  f rom  one number t o  a n o th e r
2-1 ciisvv. do •
indefini t e-ly-i fitere--ie-no----Md-'Tff ' l t . - i M t h e r e  i s  n o t
t h e  s l i g h t e s t  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  a d d in g  a s  many numbers t o  one
~ k-uf' 0
a n o th e r  a s  v/e p l e a s e .  i s  c^ ui t o d i f f er en t - i n  t h e  c a s e
ts r f
o f  a e s t h e t i c  e s t i m a t i o n c o s t i m a t i o n ^  by  t h e  eye%. F o r  a e s ­
t h e t i c  e s t im a t i o n  h a s  t o  g r a s p  t h e  o b je c t  i n  one i n t u i t i o n  t o  
r e p r e s e n t  i t  t o  i t s e l f  a s  a  wholej-and t h i s  can n o t  b e  done 
w i th o u t  a  r e f e r e n c e  to  t h e  fu n d a m e n ta l  a e s t h e t i c  measure^ w hich
Hegrf-ware i s  t o  b e  k e p t  p r e s e n t  t o  t h e  I m a g in a t io n .  The g r e a te r
f a .
t h e  o b j e c t  t h e  g r e a t e r  m ustAt h e  fu n d a m e n ta l  m easure  w h ich  v/e 
t a k e  a s  t h e  b a s i s  o f  o u r  m easurem ent. I n  o rd e r  t o  ju d g e  t h e  
m agn itude  o f  a n  o b j e c t  a e s t h e t i c a l l y  we have  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  
m easure i n  a cc o rd a n c e  w i th  t h e  m agn itude  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  f i r ro i  
t&e-^reatea?-the^Ttrj^TJlr~d^-iriTe~grtra*er-'d*s-r£hmdantett*rr3r-mea5iu»e 
- h s s - »o b o -)r  F o r  O th e rw is e  we c o u ld  n o t  r e p r e s e n t  t h o  o b j e c t
t o  o u r s e lv e s  i n t u i t i v e l y .  Now t h i s  can n o t  go on i n d e f i n i t e l y *  
T h e re  e x i s t s  a n  a b s o l u te  m easu re , i . e .  ^a  m easure  beyond w hich  
no g r e a t e r  i s  p o s s i b l e ,  s u b j e c t i v e l y .  Why must 
ae-
t o  ta Jce In  a  quantum . in t u it iv el y - fre-ae—= -te-  1*- 
as- a ■ fu ndamen ta l  un i t  fo r  t h g -a eaBurtng -of - a --m agnitude, th o
^"nc in nt in n  has t"  n y p » r a ± i -------------Tluwe a re  (a )
apprehenfl 1 on , and (b ) c ompr eh ana 1 on ,----- Kant-
3 1& •
F o o t  o f  P age  3 0 9 .
Why m ust t h e r e  be su ch  an a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t  m easu re?  h u n t ' s  
answ er i s  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  to  ta k e  i n  a  Q uantum  i n t u i t i v e l y  so a s  
to  be  a b le  to  u se  i t  a s  a  fu n d a m e n ta l  u n i t  f o r  th e  m e a su r in g  
o f  a  m a g n i tu d e , th e  im a g in a t io n  h a s  t o  p e rfo rm  two o p e r a t i o n s ,
(a )  a p p re h e n s io n (A u f f a s s u n g ,a p p r e h e n s io )  and (b )co m p reh en s io n  
(Z usam m enfassung ,com prehension  a e 3 t h e t i c a ) •
I  have h e re  i n  the  f i r s t  p la c e  to  e x p la in  w hat Kant 
means by co m p re h en s io n .The d i f f i c u l t y  i s  t h a t  i n  E n g l i s h  
comprehend and com p rehension  a re  synonomous w i th  u n d e rs ta n d  and 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g .w h e re a s  th e  German words zusam m enfassen and Zu-  
sam aenxassung have th e  o r i g i n a l  m eaning o f  th e  L a t in  comprehendera 
th u s  zusam m enfassen means to  p u t  t h in g s  t o g e t h e r .  I f  t h i s  i s  
u n d e rs to o d  the  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  a p p re h e n s io n  (A u ffa ssu n g )a n d  
com prthension(Z usam m enfassung)becom es q u i t e  c l e a r .  A pprehens io n  
i s  th e  im m ediate  aw aren ess  o f  an i n d i v i d u a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n , a n d  
com prehension  i s  th e  p u t t i n g  t o g e th e r  o r  com bining o f  s e v e r a l  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s .  In  w hat f o l lo w s  I  s h a l l  use  th e  words comprehend 
and com prehension  i n  t h i s  s e n s e .  My e x p la n a t i o n  o f  th e  m eaning 
o f  the  German words w i l l ^ I  hope; p u t  the  r e a d e r  on h i s  guard  
a g a i n s t  t a k in g  the  E n g l i s h  words i n  t h e i r  u s u a l  s e n s e / ’'
(!) The more common m eaning oi lusam m en f a s s e n  and Zusgmmenfassung 
in  modern German i s  summarise and summary. I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  
\o  n o te  t h a t  th e  F r e H d T V ^ c o m E r e n d r e . l i k e  the E n g lieh  com, 
n o te  t n a  - . d and h a s  l o s t  i t s  o r i g i n a l  m eaning,
prehend ,m eans  _ ~  tVl„ F rench  comprendre and th e  E n g lish
G e r tf l .a n  n o r  b e g r e i f e a .  F u rth e7 .th e  German Sords
ToSt ta .t r  o r ig in a l  a s s o c ia t io n  w ith  ke^ r.e ifen . a n d j £ £ L i i i  nave req u ire
I f R e f l e c t i o n  fo r  a  German i n  u sin g  the  
S o S T S E u S V S S S b S  the o r ig in * !  co n n ectio n  w ith  * £ 1 * *
w ith  th e  E n g lish  word g ra g£  which has both  the l i t e r a l  and the
f i g u r a t i v e  meaning^*
K a n t ' s  a rgum ent i s  t h o t  th e  p r o c e s s  o f  a p p re h e n s io n  o f  
i n t u i t i o n s  can  he c a r r i e d  on i n d e f i n i t e l y .  I t  i s  o n ly  com­
p r e h e n s io n  t h a t  becomes more and more d i f f i c u l t  th e  more i n t u i t ­
io n s  t h e r e  a r e  to  be a p p re h e n d e d .  I t  soon r e a c h e s  i t . ;  maximum,
ana t h i s  maximum i s  th e  a e s t h e t i c a l l y  g r e a t e s t  m easu re  f o r  th e  
■ a
e s t i m a t i o n  o fy m a g n i tu d e .  "For i f  th e  a p p re h e n s io n  h a s  r e a c h e d  
a  p o i n t  beyond w h ich  th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  0 1  se n su o u s  i n t u i t i o n s  
i n  th e  c ase  o f  th e  p a r t s  f i r s t  a p p reh en d ed  b e g in  to  d i s a p p e a r  
from th e  im a g in a t io n  a s  i t  ad v an ces  to  th e  a p p re h e n s io n  o f  
y e t  o t h e r s  a s  much o f  them i s  l o s t  a t  one end a s  i s  g a in e d  a t  
th e  o t h e r  and f o r  com prehension  we g e t  a  maximum which th e  
im a g in a t io n  c a n n o t  e x c e e d . '5 (C .o f  J . 2 5 2 . )
I t  may be a sh ed  why iv&nt h e re  a t t r i b u t e s  b o th  app rehension  
and com prehens ion  to  th e  im a g in a t io n ,a n d  w h e th e r  t n i s  i s  in  
.keeping w i th  th e  d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure  R eason . The 
answer i s  s im p le .  As r e g a r d s  a p p r e h e n s io n .K an t  h a s  shown in  
th e  f i r s t  C r i t i q u e  t h a t  t o  sp eak  o f  mere a p p re h e n s io n  by means 
o f  i n t u i t i o n  i s  an a b s t r a c t i o n ,  h e re  a p p e r c e p t io n  would be the  
im m ediate  aw aren ess  o f  an i n d i v i d u a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  In  f a c t ,  
how ever,no  i n t u i t i o n  e v e r  i s  i n t u i t i o n  o f  an i n d iv i d u a l  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  I t  i s  a lw ays th e  i n t u i t i o n  o f  a m a n ifo ld  o f  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s , a n d  th u s  a p p re h e n s io n  i s  a lw ays bound up w i th  
th e  im a g in a t iv e  s y n t h e s i s ,  w hich e n a b le s  us to  combine XHrf 
d i f f e r e n t  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  o f  a  m a n i fo ld  to  be a pprehended  in  
i n t u i t i o n .  To be a b le  t o  p e rfo rm  th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f a p p re h e n s ­
io n  we must p o s s e s s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  im a g in a t iv e  r e p r o d u c t io n .
"The s y n t h e s i s  o f  a p p re h e n s io n  i s  th u s  i n s e p a r a b ly  bound up 
w i th  th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  r e p r o d u c t i o n . "  (C .P .R . A .102)
As r e g a r d s  com p rehens ion , i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  i t  must be
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a t t r i b u t e d  to  th e  i m a g i n a t i o n , f o r ,  a c c o r d in g  to  K a n t , im a g in a t io n  
i s  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  th e  mind w h ich  e n a b l e s  u s  to  combine r e p r e s e n t ­
a t i o n s ,  I t  p e r fo rm s  th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  and may 
in  f a c t  be s a i d  to  be th e  o n ly  a c t i v e  power o& th e  mind s i n c e  
i n t u i t i o n  a s  such  i s  p u f e l y  p a s s i v e .  I n t u i t i o n  m e re ly  r e c e i v e s  
im x ) r e s s io n s ,a n d ja s  we have « |ust  s e e n j i t  i s  n o t  even  c a p a b le  o f  
g i v in g  u s  a p p r e h e n s io n .  U n d e r s ta n d in g ,o n  th e  o t h e r  hand , p ro d u c e s  
r u l e s  o f  s y n t h e s i s , a n d  th e  s y n t h e s i s  i t s e l f  i s  p e rfo rm ed  by 
th e  im a g in a t io n .
H ere t h e r e  i s  a  d i f f i c u l t y ,  l o r  i t  may be  o b j e c t e d  to  
h a n t ' s  a rgum en t t h a t  he  h a s  a l s o  t o l d  u s  i n  th e  f i r s t  C r i t i q u e  
t h a t  th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  r e p r o d u c t io n  i s  a lw ays bound up w i th  
a  s y n t h e s i s  o f  r e c o g n i t i o n  o r  a  c o n c e p t .  He h a s  made i t  q u i t e  
c l e a r  t h a t  th e  p u t t i n g  t o g e t h e r  o f  a p p reh en d ed  u n i t s  would be 
i n  v a i n  u n l e s s  th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  r e p r o d u c t io n  (a p p re h e n s io n )  
c o u ld  be d e te rm in e d  by c o n c e p ts .  I f  i t  were n o t  so  d e te r m in a b le  i 
by the  c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , th e  im a g in a t iv e  s y n t h e s i s  
co u ld  l e a d  to  no r e s u l t .  In  a  v e ry  i n t e r e s t i n g  p a s sa g e  i n  th e  
C r i t i q u e  o f  Pure  Reaso n  , (B 103), K ant c a l l s  the  im a g in a t io n  a  
b l i n d  f u n c t i o n  o f  the  s o u l , a n d  i n  th e  same p a ssa g e  v/e r e a d  th e  
fo l lo w in g s"W h a t m ust f i r s t  be g iv e n  -  w i th  a  v iew  to  th e  a  
p r i o r i  knowledge o f  a l l  o b j e c t s  -  i s  th e  m a n i fo ld  o f  pu re  
i n t u i t i o n ; t h e  second  f a c t o r  in v o lv e d  i s  th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  t h i s  
m a n ifo ld  by means o f  th e  im a g in a t io n .  T u t even  t h i s  does n o t  
y e t  y i e l d  know ledge. The c o n c e p ts  w hich g iv e  u n i t y  to  th iB  
pu re  s y n t h e s i s  and w hich c o n s i s t  s o l e l y  i n  th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  
o f  t h i s  n e c e s s a r y  s y n t h e t i c  u n i t y  f u r n i s h  th e  t h i r d  r e q u i s i t e  
f o r  a  knowledge o f  an o b j e c t . " ( B .  104)
A few paragraphs b e fo re  t h i s  Kant d e f in e s  s y n th e » i*
a s  " th e  a c t  o f  p u t t i n g  d i f f e r e n t  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  t o g e t h e r  
(v e rsc h ie d e n e  V o rste l lu n g  zuein and er h in z u se tz e n )a n d  o f  
g r a s p in g  what i s  m an ifo ld  in  them in  one a c t  o f  know ledge.
( i h r e  llanni g f a l t i g k e i t  i n  e i n e r  T r k e n n t n i s  zu  b e g r e i f e n )
(3 .1 0 3 )
In  r e a d i n g  t h i s  a c c o u n t  o f  s y n t h e s i s  one i s  
tem p ted  to  i d e n t i f y  s y n t h e s i s  w i th  w hat Kant c a l i s  i n  o u r  s e c t -  
i o n  c o m p re h e n s io n ( c om prehensiQ . guaam aen fasau n g ) .a n d  one n a tu r a l l j  
"begins to  wonder how K ant can h o ld  t h a t  jud gm en ts  a b o u t  the  
sub lim e  a re  made q u i t e  in d e p e n d e n t ly  o f  the  c o n c e p ts  o f th e  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g .  Such a  c r i t i c i s m  v/ou ld , h o w e v e r ,o v e r lo o k  one 
v e r y  im p o r ta n t  p o i n t .  K ant i s  con ce rn ed  h e re  w i th  a  s p e c i f i c  
k in d  o f  ju d g m e n t ,n a m e ly ,a n  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n t .  He does  n ot  
r e t r a c t  h i s  v iew  t h a t  a l l  l o g i c a l  ju d g m en ts  depend f o r  t h e i r  
v a l i d i t y  upon c o n c e p ts ,a n d  t h a t  th e  im a g in a t io n  "by i t s e l f  can  
n e v e r  g iv e  u s  any  know ledge. Judgm ents a b o u t  th e  s u b l im e ,o n  
th e  o t h e r  h a n d ,d o  n o t  even  aim a t  know ledge,and  so th e  r e f e r e n c e  
to  the  u n d e r s t a n d in g  and i t s  c o n c e p ts  i s  u n n e c e s s a r y .  The 
im a g in a t io n  p e r fo rm s  the  o p e r a t io n s  o f  b o th  a p p re h e n s io n  and 
com prehens ion .# # #  fh e  l a t t e r  i s  n o t  to  be c o n fu sed  w i th  the  
i n t e l l e c t u a l  s y n t h e s i s  w hich i s  in v o lv e d  in  ou r  l o g i c a l  
ju d g m e n ts .  Kant g iv e s  i t  a  s p e c i a l  name, com prehensio  a e a th e ^ iq f i  
a s  d i s t i n c t  from com prehensio  l o g i c a .
On th e  o t  e r  hand i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  a  judgm ent which seek *  
to  d e te rm in e  th e  m agnitude  o f  a  th i- .g  o b j e c t i v e l y  i s  a  l o g i c a l  
o r  c o g n i t i v e  judgm ent and a s  such  m ust make use  o f  th e  c o n ce p t*  
o f  the  u n d e r s t a n d in g .  Kant shows h e re  t h a t  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  
h a s  a lw ays such  con cep ts i n  r e a d in e s s ( n u m e r i c a l  c o n c e p ts ) .
There i s  wo d i f f i c u l t y  here a t  a l l .  The im a g in a tio n ,su p p ertwd
by th e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  whose c o n c e p ts  i t  s c h e m a t i s e s  oan
p e rfo rm  th e  o p e r a t i o n s  o f  a p p re h e n s io n  and com p rehens ion  w i th o u t
a n y th in g  h i n d e r i n g  i t .  The fu n d a m e n ta l  m easure  may be
i n c r e a s e d  i n d e f i n i t e l y  and y e t  i t  w i l l  be  c a p a b le  o f  b e in g
d e te rm in e d  by d e f i n i t e  n u m e r ic a l  c o n c e p t ® * ^  "
The d i f f i c u l t y  c o n c e rn e d  o n ly  th e  a e s t h e t i c
e s t i m a t i o n  o f  m a g n i tu d e , f o r  when i t  j u d g e s  an  o b j e c t  a e s t h e t i c a l i/>
th e  im a g in a t io n  h a s  to  g r a s p  th e  fu n d a m e n ta l  m easure  i n  one 
i n t u i t i o n , a n d  X ant a rg u e s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  an  a b s o l u te  l i m i t  s e t  
to  i t h i a .  The more th e  m easure  is i n c r e a s e d j t h e  more d i f f i c u l t  
i t  i s  f o r  th e  im a g in a t io n  t o  g r a s p  i t  i n  one i n t u i t i o n , a n d  a  
p o i n t  i s  soon  re a c h e d  w hich th e  im a g in a t io n  c a n n o t  e x c e e d .  T h is  
is th e  a b s o l u t e  m easure  beyond w hich  no g r e a t e r  i s  p o s s i b l e  
s u b j e c t i v e l y .  K a n t 's  p o i n t  i s y t h a t  when th e  a b s o l u te  m easu re  
is r e a c h e d  by th e  im a g in a t io n ^  th e  s u b j e c t  g e t s  a  f e e l i n g  o f  
the  s u b l im e .
To u n d e rs ta n d  th e  p e c u l i a r  n a tu r e  o f  judgm en ts  
a b o u t  th e  sub lim e  we need  o n ly  oompare them w i th  judgm ent#  
w hich  d e te rm in e  o b j e c t i v e l y  th e  s i z e  o f  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t # ,  in
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o t h e r  words we need  o n ly  c o n t r a s t  th e  a e s t h e t i c  e s t i m a t i o n  o f 
m agnitude  w i th  th e  m a th e m a tic a l  e s t i m a t i o n  o f  m a g n i tu d e .  £ a a t 
e x p la in s  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  v e r y  c l e a r l y .  He d e c l a r e s  th a t  a s  
f a r  a s  m a th e m a tic a l  e s t i m a t i o n  i s  conce rned  th e  im agination  
can advance o f  i t s e l f  ad I n f i n i t u m  w i th o u t  m e e tin g  w ith  any 
o b s t a c l e  b e ca u se  th e  u n d e r s ta n d in g  co n d u c ts  i t  w ith  co ncep t#  
o f  numbers f o r  w hich th e  im a g in a t io n  m ust su p p ly  th e  schema.
He goeB on as  f o l l o w s .  " In  t h i s  m a th e m a tic a l  e s t im a t i o n  o f  
m agn itude  u n d e r s ta n d in g  i s  a s  w e l l  s e rv e d  and s a t i s f i e d  w h e th e r  
im a g in a t io n  e e l e c t s  f o r  th e  u n i t  a  magnitude which one oan take 
i n  a t  a  g l a n c e ,e . g . , a  f o o t  or a  perch  o r a  German m il#  o r even
>
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th e  e a r t h ' s  d i a m e te r  t&e a p p re h e n s io n  o f  w hich  i a  in d e e d  
p o s s i b l e  b u t  n o t  i t s  com prehens ion  i n  an i n t u i t i o n  o f  th e  
i m a g i n a t i o n ( i . e . , i t  i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  by means o f  a  oom prehensio  
a e s t h e t i c s  th ough  q u i t e  so  by means o f  a  oom prehensio  l o g i o a  
i n  a  n u m e r ic a l  c o n c e p t .  I n  each  c a se  th e  l o g i o a l  e s t i m a t i o n  
o f  m agn itude  a d v an c es  ad i n f i n i t u m  w i th  n o th in g  to  s to p  i t . ” ( C .o f  
J .  2 5 4 .)
I t  i s  now e a s y  to  see  why K ant h o ld s  th & t i n  p e r ­
fo rm in g  th e  o om prehensio  a e s t h e t i c a  th e  im a g in a t io n  need  n o t  
r e f e r  to  c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g .  I t  i s  th e  v e ry  AAAM 6A&A 
i n c o m p r e h e n s i b i l i t y  o f  our o b j e c t  w hich  awakens the  f e e l i n g  o f  
th e  su b lim e  i n  u s .  F o r  th e  v e r y  r e a s o n  t h a t  our im a g in a t io n  
c a n n o t  comprehend th e  o b j e c t  we c a l l  i t  s u b l im e .
K an t e m p h a s ise s  a g a in  and a g a in  t h a t  th e  judgm ent 
w hich i s  r e a c h e d  in  t h i s  way i s  a  p u r e l y  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e n t  
and^ a s  such  f u n d a m e n ta l ly  d i f f e r e n t  from o b j e c t i v e  ju d g m e n ts ,  
i . e . , jud gm en ts  made e i t h e r  by  u n d e r s t a n d in g  o r  by  R e a s o n .  "A 
p u re  judgm ent upon th e  sub lim e  m ust have  no p u rp o se  b e lo n g in g  
to  th e  o b j e c t  a s  i t s  d e te r m in in g  g round  i f  i t  i s  to  be
a e s t h e t i c  and n o t  be t a i n t e d  w i th  any judgm ent o f
6 )
u n d e r s ta n d in g  o r  R e a s o n . " (C .o f  J .253J
But h e re  we f i n d  a  new d i f f i c u l t y .  I t  h a s  o f t e n  
b e en  s a i d  t h a t  our a e s t h e t i c  ju dgm en ts  a re  n o t  ju dgm en ts  a b o u t  j
o b j e c t s  a t  a l l  b u t  a r e  judgm en ts  a b o u t  th e  p l e a s u r e  f e l t  by th s  
s u b j e c t .  T h is  m ust a l s o  h o ld  f o r  our judg m en ts  a b o u t  the  
, s u b l im e .  XVe have a l s o  se en  t h a t  the  p l e a s u r e  w i th  which
I f  i n  Judging an o b j e c t  sub lim e we r e f e r r e d  to  i t s  purpose we 
should  in  f a c t  be making a  Judgment o f  Reason, fo r  purpose i s  a 
c o n cep t  o f  R eason . (See above )
a e s t h e t i c  r e f l e c t i v e  ju d g m en ts  a r e  c o n c e rn e d  m ust be o f  a
s p e c i f i c  k in d .  I t  m ust in v o lv e  th e  I d e a  o f  s u b j e c t i v e
p u r p o s i v e n e s s .  In  t a k i n g  p l e a s u r e  i n  th e  o b j e c t  and ju d g in g
i t  p u rp o s iv e  th e  ju d g in g  s u b j e c t  a t t r i b u t e s  u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y
to  th e  j u d g m e n t , i . e e , i t  assum es t h a t  th e  same p l e a s u r e  w i l l  
a l l
be f e l t  by  o t h e r  s u b j e c t s  on becom ing aware o f  the
s u b j e c t i v e  p u r p o s iv e n e s s 1.^
CO. As r e g a r d s  th e  judgm ent o f  t a s t e ,  i t  h a s  b e en  shown how euoh an  
i d e a  o f s u b j e c t i v e  p u r p o s iv e n e s s  a r i s e s , ^ #  how the  aw areness  
o f t h i s  g i v e s  us p l e a s u r e  and why we a re  e n t i t l e d  t o  a s o r i b e  
u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  to  such  p l e a s u r e .
oi
.frsittaay we a l s o  r e f  o r  t o  w hat R an t h a s  t o l d  a s  i n  t h e  s a p :  
s e c t i o n ,  h a m ^ ly ,  t h a t  a s  f a r  a s  o u r  ju dgm en ts  a ^ o e f ' t h o  
b e a u t i f u l  a r e  eo re§ rne .d , t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g '  i s  a t  t h e  s e r v i c e  
f  th o  i m g i n a t i o n ,  ( C. o f~ > y>J?4g'3,  T h a t  we a s c r i b e
o b j e c t i v e  p u rp o s iv o n o s^ -^ b o  t h e  b e a u t i f u l  o b j e c t  i s  due  t o  
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  J jfeer^ iaagine.tion  g a in s  so m e th in g  t h a t  . tho  s u b j e c t  
-.y t h e  ob j e c t  t o  i t s e l f  f e e l s  i t s  im a g ln a t  iohM^o 
J\But how c a n  we a s c r i b e  s u b j e c t i v e  p u rp o s iv e n o s s  
t o  t h e  su b l im e  o r  a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t  o b j e c t , how c a n  v;e t a k e
i tp l e a s u r e  i n l a n d  a s c r i b e  u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  t o  t h i s  p l e a s u r e  
s e e in g  t h a t  i n  r e p r e s e n t in g ;  t h e  o b j e c t  t o  o u r s e lv e s  wo become 
aw are  t h a t  "o u r  f a c u l t y  o f  im a g in a t io n  b r e a k s  down i n  p r e s e n t ­
in g  t h e  co n cep t  o f a  m agn itud e  and  p ro v e s  u n e q u a l  t o  i t s  t a s k . "  
( C »ox J », 2
K a n t’ s s o l u t i o n  o f t h e  p ro b lem  i s  t h i s ,  m a th e m a t ic a l
dct-v'— .
e s t i m a t i o n  c f  m agn itude  n e v e r  a r r i v e /  a t  t h e  I d e a  of t h e
* ma b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t .  I t  i s  s je re ly  |» ro g re s s iv o  and p ro c e e d s  from  
one  member o f  th e  n u m e r ic a l  s e r i e s  t o  a n o th e r  w i th o u t  b e in g  
c o n c e rn e d  ab o u t  com prehens ion  of t h e  m a n i f o ld .  A e s t h e t i c  
e s t i m a t i o n  on t h e  o th e r  hand a r r i v e s  a t  t h o  Id e a  o f  t h e  a b s o l ­
u t e l y  g r o a t  owing t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  t r i e s  t o  comprehend t h e  
g i v e n  i n t u i t i o n s  i n  one i n t u i t i o n .  t h e n  we ju d g e  a n  o b j e c t  
t o  be  a b s o l u t e l y  o r i n f i n i t e l y  g r o a t  v/e b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e r e  
i s  f ' iv e n  t o  us i n  i n t u i t i o n  a n  o b j e c t  w hich  p o s s e s s e s  i n f i n i t e
i t  ht-o
m a g n i tu d e . How, -as- shown i n  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  P u re  R easo n . ~*W~ 
t h e r e  i s  o n ly  one f a c u l t y  o f  t h e  mind which i s  c o n c e rn e d  w i th  
t h e  a b s o l u t e  o r  i n f i n i t e ,  nam ely , R eason. I t  h a s  b e e n  shown 
i n  t h e  f i r s t  C r i t i q u e  t h a t  R eason m ales e v e ry  o b j e c t  s u b j e c t  
to  i t s  Id e a  o f  t o t a l i t y  -and - i n f i n i t y * £hren t h e  p u re  fo rm s o f  
i n t u i t i o n  a r e  made s u b j e c t  t o  t h i s  Id e a ^ a n d  Reason r e g a r d s  t h e  
i n f i n i t e  number o f  th e  p a r t s  o f  sp a ce  and  t im e  as  g iv e n  i n
I l f .
iCft l.J' -I £vt ft-
t h e i r  t o t a l i t y .  (See  a b o v e ,  g ov: Kant a rg u e s - as
s j,iv truV ^
f o l l o w s . •&«r a e s t h e t i c  e s t i m a t i o n  o f  m a g n i t u d e ^  omei^ a c r o s s
i n f i n i t e l y  g r e a t  o b j e c t s ,  i . e . , su c h  o b j e c t s  a s  c a n n o t  be  
compared w i t h  a n y  o t h e r  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t .  We f e e l  t h a t  t h e r e
r
i s  an  a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t  o b j e c t  g i v e n  to  us i n  i t s  t o t a l i t y  and 
t h i s  j- i^zOQ t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  iJoason. T he  mere
a b i l i t y  t o  t h i n k  t h e  a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t  i n d i c a t e s  a f a c u l t y  o f  
t h e  mind t r a n s c e n d in g  every  s t a n d a r d  o f  s e n s e ,  " S t i l l  t h e  
mere a b i l i t y  oven t o  t h i n k  t h e  g iv e n  i n f i n i t e  w i th o u t  c o n t r a ­
d i c t i o n ,  i s  so m e th in g  t h a t  r e q u i r e s  t h e  p r e s e n c e  i n  t h e  human 
mind o f  a  f a c u l t y  t h a t  i s  i t s e l f  s u p e r s e n s i b l e , ,f (C.  o f  J . ,
__ / i \ x  Ctvo.* cV fa x - S  ' O
254)<ff) So f a r  a s  t h e m a th e m a tic a l  e s t i m a t i o n  4&-ee noe m e d-t—
•?i-.u3< eOJLt.-\i,. vi/ .
obje c t  i s  ever~~jndged~lhrivriitTfly--grerTt, " I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  t h e  
m a th e m a tic a l  e s t i m a t i o n  o f  m agn itude  im a g in a t io n  i s  q u i t e  
com pe ten t  t o  s u p p ly  a  m easure  e q u a l  to  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n ts  o f 
any o b j e c t ,  For t h e  n u m e r ic a l  c o n c e p ts  o f  t h e  u n d e r s ta n d in g
K# VS
c a n  b y  p r o g r e s s i v e  s y s t em make any m easure a d e o u a te  t o  any  
g i v e n  m a g n i tu d e ,"  (C . o f J . ,  25f\)j7)
A s "
-lioiv s i n c e  n a tu r e  i s  ju d g ed  su b l im e  o r  a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t  
i n  t h o s e  o f h e r  phenomena, w hich  i n  t h e i r  I n t u i t i o n  convey  th e  
i d e a  o f  t h e i r  i n f i n i t y ,  i t  f o l lo w s  t h a t  i t  must b e  t h e  a e s ­
t h e t i c  e s t i m a t i o n  o f  m agn itude  t o  comprehend ( i . e . a n  e s t i m a -
SJx-zts
t i o n  w hich  i s - n u t  m ere ly  p ro g re s s iv e ^  b u t  -sterns t o  g r a s p  th e
p r o g r e s s i v e  a p p re h e n s io n  i n  a  w hole  o f  i n t u i t i o n ;  w hich  makes
us c o n c e iv e  t h e  Id e a  o f  t h e  a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t  a s  s u b l im e .  . Kant 
h(n.h7j Viw/-
'heIds- t h a t  i n  t h e  a e s t h e t i c  e s t im a t i o n  o f  m agn itude  we g e t  a  
f e e l i n g  o f  th e  e f f o r t  to w ard s  ^  com p rehens ion  t h a t  ‘
i&j*.
t h e f a c u l t y  -of im a g in a t io n  f e r - g r a s p d  n g - th o - p ro g r  os s l v e a p p r o -
fa* tiA^ cl
kanai on  of  a-wh eX o -^ -fo -tn x ltia g . At th e  same tim e  ire  becomes 
aware o f  th e  ln adoquftoy- o f  th e  im ag in a tion  (whiohy&o f a r  as 
apprehension  i s  conoeraedj can proceed  in d e f in i t e ly )  4 + r  f in d
j t
576 .
tuvJv/ l\ vMXtH ' • -e ,/7"
a  f u n d a m e n ta l  w hich  w ould  bo  s u i t a b l e  to -e © rv o
^ & - ^ f uoadaaqn%trl-^aggsttre-±f t h e  o b j e c t  m ag n itu d e  of- -w h ich-.
Kc\ t isf~
i s  t o  b e  e s t im a t e d .  He - i n f er  o f ro m  t h i f r t h a t  s i n c e  t h e
p ro p e r  u n c h a n g e a b le  m easure  o f  n a t u r e  i s  i t s  a b s o l u t e  w hole  
i t  f o l lo w s  t h a t  when we f i n d  a n  o b j e c t  t h e  m ag n itu de  o f  w h ich  
i s  s u c h  t h a t  t h e  im a g in a t io n  sp e n d s  i t s  w h o le  f a c u l t y  o f  com­
p re h e n s io n  upon i t  i n  v a i n ; t h i s  o b j e c t  o r  r a t h e r  i t s  r e p r e s e n ­
t a t i o n  must c a r r y  o u r  c o n ce p t  o f n a t u r e  t o  t h e  w hich
i s  g r e a t  beyond  every  s t a n d a r d  of sen se*
J_f- t\ fvtfvO fl&Ay /<) Ov^.C-M /fc i'.R  / 6 t i iZ-'j ~J_i /i-A tj / v  L^ct-a
ecornes aw are  o f  t h e
f a c t  t h a t  t h e  im a g in a t io n  i s  i n c a p a b l e  o f  f i n d i n g  i n  t h e  w o r ld
o f  s e n s e  a  m easure  g r e a t  enough to  s e r v e  a s  a  s t a n d a r d  f o r  th e  
m easurem ent o f t h e  obj ec t.-^»d  T h i s  maizes t h e  ju d g in g  s u b j e c t  
t h in l ;  o f  a  d i f f e r e n t  s t a n d a r d  compared w i th  w hich e v e r y th in g  i n  
t h e  w o r ld  o f  s e n s e  i s  i n f i n i t e l y  s m a l l ,  th o  Xdca--of ~ fcho ^uper -
s^ssHrlrD . I n  d o in g  so  i t  r e f e r s  t h e  im a g in a t io n  t o  R eason .
Sc -^e-e
ire- mue t ? however -^ e e r - tn -g iind—fch a t  t h e  judgment i n  Q u e s t io n  i s  
a  m e re ly  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent and being; a u ch -r e f ey o t h e  im ag in -
I'j rJ'JtvX-ef
a t i o n ^ n o t  t o  any  d e f i n i t e  c o n ce p t  o f  R eason b u t m ere ly  t o  th e  
p r i n c i p l e  o f  Reason i n  g e n e r a l .
The an a lo g y  w i t h  t h o  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents a b o u t  t h e  b e a u t i ­
f u l  i s  c l e a r .  "T h e re fo re ,  j u s t  a s  t h e  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m e it  i n  
i t s  e s t im a te  o f  t h e  b e a u t i f u l  r e f e r s  t h e  im a g in a t io n  i n  i t s  
f r e e  p lo y  to  th e  u n d e r s ta n d in g ,  t o  b r i n g  o u t  i t s  ag reem en t w i th  
t h e  c o n c e p ts  o f  th o  l a t t e r  i n  g e n e r a l ^  ( a p a r t  from t h e i r  d e t e r ­
m in a t io n ) :  so  i n  i t s  e s t im a te  o f  a  t h i n g  a s  sublim e i t  r e f e r s
t h a t  f a c u l t y  to  Reason t o  b r i n g  o u t  i t s  -o b jec tiv e  acco rd  w i th  
Id e a s  o f  Reason ( in d e te rm in a te ly  in d io a te d ) ."  ( C .o f  j . .
U-Crth
T / h i e h  wo c a l l - . s u b l im e  r e s t  upon  a s p e c i f i c  Id ea  cf p u r p o s i v e -  
/V tnA*
n e s s .  The su b l im e  o b j e c t  i s  p u r p o s iv e  . in  r e la t io n  t o  th e
X I  A
mind o f  th e  j u d g in g  s u b j e c t .  Tho eb-joofr i s  p u rp osive  i n  so
f a r  a s  i t  e n a b le s  t h e  ju d g in g  s u b j e c t  to  b r i n g  a b o u t  a n  i n -
/  /so
d e f i n i t e  r e l a t i o n  b e tw ee n  im a g in a t io n  and  R eason, Th-te p u rp o se  
w h ich  i s  a s c r i b e d  t o  t h e  o b j e c t j d s - n o t -a n —ob j e e t i v e -p u r p oa’C. 
-4-fc^is a  p u r e l y  s u b j e c t i v e  p u r p o s e .  Kant i s  c o n v in c e d  t h a t  
t h e  human mind h a s  a  n a t u r a l  d e s i r e  t o  b e  rem inded  o f  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  i t  i s  p o s s e s s e d  o f  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  R eason . Human b e in g s  
l i k e  b e in g  made c o n s c io u s  o f  t h o  f a c t  t h a t  th e y  a r e  r a t i o n a l  
b e i n g s , t h a t  t h e y  a r e  n o t  l i m i t e d  t o  t h o  w orld  o f  s e n s e ,  and  cm  
r a i s e  th e m se lv e s  above i t .  The c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  t h i s  c a p a c i t y
f i l l s  them  w i t h  p l e a s u r e ^ , /  t h i s  f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s u r e i s  o f
Id s  iv'fi-rt efe"
c o u r s e ^ p u r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e .  S u b l im i ty  i s  a  -s u b j e c t i v e  f e e l i n g
and  n o t  a  p r o p e r t y  o f any o b j e c t .
"T rue  s u b l i m i t y  must b e  so u g h t  o n ly  i n  t h e  mind o f  th e  
ju d g in g  s u b j e c t ,  and n o t  i n  t h e  o b j e c t  o f  n a tu r e  t h a t  o c c a s io n s  
t h i s  a t t i t u d e  b y  t h e  e s t im a t e  form ed o f  i t .  .ho would a p p ly  
t h e  te r ra  " su b lim e "  even t o  t h e  s h a p e le s s  m oun ta in  m asses tow er- 
in g  one above t h e  o t h e r  i n  w i ld  d i s o r d e r ,  w i th  t h e i r  pyrAmids 
o f  i c e ,  o r  t o  t h e  d a rk  tem p es tu o u s  o o e a n , o r  s u c h l i k e  th in g s?  
But i n  t h e  c o n te m p la t io n  o f them , v /i th o u t any r e g a r d  t o  t h e i r  
fo rm , t h e  mind abandons i t s e l f  t o  t h e  im a g in a t io n  and  t o  a 
R eason p lace# .,  though  q u i t e  a p a r t  f ro m  any d e f i n i t e  p u rp o s e ,  
i n  c o n ju n c t io n  t h e r e w i t h ,  and  m ere ly  b ro a d e n in g  i t s  v ie w , and 
i t  f e e l s  i t s e l f  e l e v a t e d  i n  i t s  own e s t im a t e  o f  i t s e l f  on 
f i n d i n g  a l l  t h e  m ight o f  im a g in a t io n  s t i l l  unequal t o  i t s  
Ideas." (O.of J , . lfg .B & ) jn
3 i&.
S e c t i o n  3 7 .
We have le a r n t  in  th e  p reced in g  s e c t io n  th a t  in  making 
judgments about th e  m a th em a tica lly  su b lim e or a b s o lu te ly  g r e a t  
we r e f e r  our r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  th e  o b je c t  t o  -Reason and i t s
Id e a  o f  a b s o l u t e  t o t a l i t y .  I t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  
t h a t  o u r  judgm ent a b o u t  t h e  su b l im e  m a n i f e s t s  i t s e l f  i n  a 
f e e l i n g  o f  r e s p e c t  f o r  ou r  o b j e c t -  ^  -Ser " th e  f e e l in g -  o f  cu r
'i
i n c a p a c i t y  t o  a t t a i n  t o  an  I d e a  t h a t  i s  lav; f o r  u s , i s  r es p e c t- ^  
( C .o f  J »,257,)p) ___\ I t  h a s  b e e n  shown i n  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  P ra c­
t i c a l  R eason  t h a t  when we become aw are  t h a t  we a r e  o b l ig e d  t o  
a c t  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  t h o  commands c f  t h e  m o ra l  lav/ and  a t  
t h e  same t im e  t h a t  as  f i n i t e  b e in g s  we c a n  n e v e r  b e  i n  p e r f e c t  
a c c o rd a n c e  w i th  i t ,  we n e c e s s a r i l y  f o o l  r e s p e c t  f o r  t h i s  law .
A f i n i t e  b e in g  t h a t  knows t h a t  a l l  h i s  a c t i o n s  ought t o  bo
d e te rm in e d  by t h e  o b j e c t i v e  law o f  m o r a l i t y  and  i s  a t  t h e  same t
/-a
tim e  aw are  t h a t  - i t  i s  i n c a p a b le  o f e v e r  r e a l i s i n g  t h e  demand
A*0*V*-
made on i t  f e e l s  r e s p e c t .  I t  i s  t h e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  o u r  own 
i n c a p a c i t y  w h ich  produces t h i s  f e e l i n g ,  a f e e l i n g  w hich  w ould  
n o t  e x i s t  i n  a  p u r e l y  r a t i o n a l  b e in g  t h a t  a c c o rd in g  t o  h i s  own 
n a t u r e  would b e  i n  p e r f e c t  harmony w i th  t h e  law  o f  m o r a l i t y  
{See  above ) .
The f e e l i n g  which accom panies ou r  judgm ents a b o u t  th e  
su b l im e  i s  o f  a  v e ry  s i m i l a r  k in d . -For Ve s a y  o f a n  o b j e o t  th a t  
i t  i s  su b lim e  o r  a b s o l u t e l y  g r e a t  when we become aware o f  our 
i n a b i l i t y  to  oomprehend th e  o b je c t  in  a w hole  o f  i n t u i t i o n .  Our 
im a g in a tio n  d e s p ite  e #  a l l  i t s  e f f o r t s  i s  unable t o  comprehend 
{ th e “o b je c t  whioh i s  g iv en  t o  it l^ in  th e  w hale o f  one i n t u i t i o n  | t 
*l£his makes us th in k  o f  R eason's Id ea  o f  a b s o lu te  t o t a l i t y .
♦VO
I t  i s  Reason th a t  reco g n ises m o th e r  measure th an  th e  a b so lu te
w hole . From t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  r e s p e c t  w hich v/o f e e l  f o r  
t h e  o b j e c t  ( o n l y f a r i s e s j  b e c a u s e  i t s  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  mahes us 
r e f e r  t o  R eason and i t s  I d e a  o f  -an a b s o l u t e  t o t a l i t y  i t  
f o l lo w s  t h a t  p r o p e r l y  s p e a k in g  we do n o t  f e e l  r e s p e c t  f o r  th e
o b jec t^  b u t  f o r  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  R eason o f  w h ich  t h e  r e p r e s e n ­
t a t i o n  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  rem in ds  u s .  v/e f e e l  t h a t  we ough t t o  
r e a l i s e  t h e  I d e a  o f  a b s o l u t e  t o t a l i t y ,  and t h a t  we a r e  i n c a p -
» Jc .
a b le  o f -& e h ie r rn g " th i« ';  The f e e l i n g  o f  r e s p e c t  f o r  t h e  
su b l im e  i n  n a t u r e  i s  i n  t r u t h  r e s p e c t  f o r  o u r  own v o c a t i o n  
(B es tiam im g) , "w hich  we a t t r i b u t e  t o  a n  o b j e c t  o f  n a t u r e  by 
a  c e r t a i n  s u b r e p t i o n  ( s u b s t i t u t i o n  o f  a  r e s p e c t  f o r  t h e  o b j e c t  
i n  p l a c e  o f one f o r  t h e  I d e a  o f  h u m an ity  i n  o u r  own s e l f  -  t h e  
s u b j e c t ) ?  and  t h i s  f e e l i n g  r e n d e r s ,  as  i t  w e re ,  i n t u i t a b l e
K-i
(-Mertrfrt a n s c h a u l ic h )  t h e  suprem acy o f  ou r  c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t i e s  
on t h e  r a t i o n a l  s i d e  ove r  t h e  g r e a t e s t  f a c u l t y  o f  s e n s i b i l i t y . "  
(C .o f  J .  2 5 7 ^  ' *
'v/e  have  -e-ee ri^ in  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f P r a c t i c a l  R eason t h a t  
r e s p e c t  i s  a  f e e l i n g  o f a  v e ry  s- e c i a l  h in d .  T here  a r e  con ­
t a i n e d  i n  i t  t h e  h e te ro g e n e o u s  e lem en ts  o f p l e a s u r e  and p a in .  
Cur r e s p e c t  f o r  t h e  m ora l lav/ may be  r e g a rd e d  a s  a k in d  o f 
p l e a s u r e  i n  so  f a r  a s ^ i n  making us c o n sc io u s  o f o u r  b e in g  
d e te rm in e d  by  t h e  law o f  R eas02^ i t  e l e v a t e s  us above t h e  s e n ­
s i b l e  w o r ld .  ~#o-£-o0 1 - i n f i n i -4 el y  supor-A-oa.- t o  i t  and  t h i n  g iv ers
But t h e r e  i s  a l s o  an  e lem ent o f  p a i n  c o n ta in e d  
i n  t h e  f e e l i n g  of r e s p e c t ,  ^ o r  we a l s o  f e e l  t h a t  -d eg pi -fre o f  
a l l  our e f f o r t s  we c a n  n e v e r  f u l l y  r e a l i s e  t h e  demand made upon 
u s .  The f e e l i n g  of r e s p e c t  which i s  bound up w i th  ou r  ju d g ­
ments ab o u t  t h e  su b lim e  i s  o f  a  v e r y  s i m i l a r  n a t u r e .  i t  i s  a  
f e e l in g  of p a in  a r is in g  from t h e  c o n sc io u sn e ss  of th e  i n a b i l i t y
o f  o a r  im a g in a t i 021 t o  E s t im a te  th o  m ag n itu d e  o f t h e  o b je c t
■h
and  th u s  t o  conform  -rfith  t h e  Id e a  o f  a b s o lu te  t o t a l i t y .  But 
1 1 (o .l s 0 jf fg ja  f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s u r e ,  "jpor i t  i s  o u r oval R eason  
w h ich  makes us ju d g e  t h a t  e v e ry  s e n s i b l e  o b je c t  -ter i n f i n i t e l y  
s m a ll  i n  co m p ariso n  w ith  t h e  Id e a  o f a b s o lu te  to te . l i . ty ,
"Tho f e e l i n g  o f t h o  su b lim e  i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  a t  cn ee  a 
f o o l in g  o f  p a in ,  a r i s i n g  fro m  th e  in ad eq u acy  o f  i ro a g in a t io n  
i n  th e  a e s t h e t i c  e s t im a t io n  o f  m agnitude^ to  a t t a i n  t o  i t s  
e s t im a t io n  by R eason , and a  s im u lta n e o u s ly  aw akened p l e a s u r e ,  
a r i s i n g  from  t h i s  v e ry  judgm ent o f th e  in ad eq u acy  o f  th e  g r e a t ­
e s t  f a c u l t y  o f s e n s e  b e in g  i n  a c c o rd  w ith  I d e a s  o f  R eason , so  
f a r  a s  th o  e f f o r t  t o  a t t a i n  t o  th e s e  i s  f o r  us a  la w . I t  i s ,  
i n  o th e r  w o rd s , f o r  us a law  (o f  R e a s o n ) , w hich  g o es  t o  make 
us w hat we a r e ,  t h a t  we sh o u ld  e s teem  a s  s m a ll  i n  co m p ariso n  
w i th  Id e a s  o f  R eason  e v e ry th in g  w hich f o r  us i s  g r e a t  i n  
n a tu r e  a s  a n  o b je c t  o f  s e n s e ;  and t h a t  w h ich  makes us a l i v e  to  
t h e  f e e l i n g  o f  t h i s  s u p e r s e n s ib le  s i d e  o f o u r b e in g  h a rm o n ise s  
w i th  t h a t  law . how th e  g r e a t e s t  e f f o r t  o f  t h e  im a g in a t io n  
i n  t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  c f  t h e  u n i t  f o r  th o  e s t im a t io n  o f  m ag n itu d e  
in v o lv e s  i n  i t s e l f  a  r e f e r e n c e  t o  som eth ing  a b s o lu te ly  g r e a t . 
c o n se q u e n tly  a  r e f e r e n c e  a ls o  to  t h e  law  of R eason  t h a t  t h i s  
a lo n e  i s  t o  be a d o p te d  a s  t h e  suprem e m easure  o f  w hat i s  g r e a t .  
T h e re fo re  th e  in n e r  p e rc e p t io n  o f  t h e  in ad eq u acy  o f  e v e ry  s t a n ­
d a rd  o f  s e n se  to  s e rv e  f o r  t h e  r a t i o n a l  e s t im a t io n  o f  m ag n itu d e  
i s  a  coming in to  a c c o rd  w ith  R eason’s  la w s ,  and  a  p a in  t h a t  
makes us a l i v e  t o  th e  f e e l i n g  o f t h e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  s id e  o f o u r 
b e in g ,  a c c o rd in g  t o  w hich i t  i s  p u rp o s iv e ,  and  c o n se q u e n tly  
a  p l e a s u r e ,  to  f i n d  every  s ta n d a rd  o f s e n s i b i l i t y  f a l l i n g  
s h o r t  o f  t h e  Id e a s  of R eason ."  (C .o f  J . , 25 ,
Kanfc’s argument in nor/ ouite clear/. % he human mind asj
j ib in g  p o s s e s s e d  o f  th o  f a c u l t y  o f R e a so n ,c a n n o t r e c o g n is e  any  
o th e r  m easure  t h a n  th e  a b s o lu te  t o t a l i t y .  I n  e s t im a t in g  
s e n s i b l e  o b je c ts  a e s t h e t i c a l l y  no  become av/are o f  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  we a r e  q u i t e  in c a p a b le  o f  f u l f i l l i n g  th e  demand made 
upon u s .  We f i n d  t h a t  o u r im a g in a t io n  i n  r e p r e s e n t i n g  c e r ­
t a i n  o b je c ts  to  i t s e l f ^  i s  in c a p a b le  o f  f i n d in g  among s e n s i b l e  
o b je c ts  a n  a p p r o p r i a te  s ta n d a rd  f o r  th e  m easurem ent o f  th e  
o b j e c t .  We f e e l  th o  o b je c t  t o  b e  a b s o lu te ly  g r e a t .  But w hat 
i s  th o  ground  of t h i s  f e e l i n g ? ^  th in g  e l s e  th a n  t h a t  v/o become 
av/are o f  th e  in c a p a c i ty  o f our Im a g in a t io n , T h is  i s  a  f e e l i n g
£ c<-UzA ( f
o f  p a in .  '.vo f e e l  t h a t  b e in g - s e n s i b l e  b e in g s  v/o a ro  u n a b le  
t o  e s t im a te ^ th e  m agn itude  o f c e r t a i n  s e n s ib l e  o b je c ts ,  l e t  
a lo n e  j x f  f u l f i l  R eason ’s  demand t h a t  xio s h o u ld  r e e o g n is o  « e-r 
t h in g  as^suprem e m easure  ^ but t h e  t o t a l i t y  o f  t h e  w o rld .
Ou$
At th e  same tim e  v/ben v/e become av/are o f  th o  i n a b i l i t y  
o f o u r im a g in a t io n  t o  e s t im a te  th e  m agn itude  o f c e r t a i n  
s e n s i b l e  o b je c ts  w hich makes u s c a l l  them  s u b lim e , v/e ta k e  
p le a s u r e  i n  th o  f a c t  t h a t  a sen su o u s  f a c u l t y  i s  in c a p a b le  o f  
e v e r  conform ing  to  Id e a s  o f  R eason . I t  makes us a l i v e  t o  
our- s u p e r s e n s ib le  v o c a t io n .  V/o f e e l  r a i s e d  above th o  v/o r i d  
o f  s e n s e ,
"The f e e l i n g  o f t h e  su b lim e  i s  t h e r e f o r e  a t  onco a  
f e e d in g  o f p a in ,  a r i s i n g  from  th e  in& dequ cy  o f  im a g in a t io n  
i n  th o  a e s t h e t i c  e s t im a t io n  o f  m agn itude  t o  a t t a i n  to  i t s  
e s t im a t io n  by  R eason , and a  s im u lta n e o u s ly  awakened p le a s u r e ,  
a r i s i n g  from  t h i s  v e ry  judgm ent o f  th o  in a d e q u a c y  o f  t h e  
g r e a t e s t  f a c u l t y  o f  s e n s e  b e in g  i n  a c c o rd  w ith  Id e a s  o f  R eason , 
so  f a r  a s  th e  e f f o r t  to  a t t a i n  t o  th e s e  i s  f o r  us a  la w ."
( C .o f  J . .  257J/T)
V/e t a k e  p l e a s u r e  i n  th o  r e a l i s a t i o n  e f —bhe—frn jt t h a t  
e v e ry  s ta n d a r d  o f  s e n s i b i l i t y  f a l l s  s h o r t  o f  t h e  Id e a s  o f  
R easo n . The o b je c t  w hich  we ju d g e  t o  b e  su b lim e  roay b e  r e ­
g a rd e d  a s  p u rp o s iv e  i n  so  f a r  a s  i t s  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  e n a b le s  
us t o  r e f e r  to  R eason  and  i t s  p r i n c i p l e .
Y/c t a k e  p le a s  o re  i n  t h e  o b je c t  b e ca u se  i t  makes us 
r e a l i s e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  evory o b je c t  o f  s e n s e  ^ ov  on  th o s e  w hich  
s e e n  a b s o lu te ly  g r o t  t o  o u r im a g in a t io n ^ f a l l  s h o r t  o f  t h e  
Id e a  o f  a b s o lu te  t o t a l i t y .  To bee  one aw are o f  th e  i n c a p a c i t y  
o f  t h o  im a g in a t io n  g iv o s  p le a s u r e  t o  a  r a t i o n a l  b e in g .  I t  
f e e l s  i t s e l f  e le v a te d  above th e  s e n s i b l e  w o r ld . F o r  a l th o u g h  
th e  o b je c t  w hich  i s  judged  t o  b e  su b lim e  seem s r e p e l l e n t  t o  
our im a g in a t io n  w hich i s  in c a p a b le  o f  com prehending  i t ,  i t  
seems e. c our-ce - o f a t t r a c t  i on  t o  o u r R eason,
"T he p o in t  o f e x cess  f o r  th o  im a g in a t io n  ( to w a rd s  w hich 
i t  i s  d r iv e n  i n  th e  a p p re h e n s io n  of th e  i n t u i t i o n )  i s  l i k e  a n  
ab y ss i n  w hich  i t  f e a r s  t o  l o s e  i t s e l f ;  y e t  a g a in  f o r  th o  
r a t i o n a l  I d e a  o f  th o  s u p e r s e n s ib le  i t  i s  n o t e x c e s s iv e ,  b u t 
co n fo rm ab le  t o  lav;,- and d i r e c t e d  t o  d raw ing  o u t su ch  .an e f f o r t  
on th o  p a r t  o f  th e  im a g in a tio n :  and  so  i n  t u r n  a s  much a  
so u rc e  o f a t t r a c t i o n  a s  i t  was r e p e l l e n t  t o  m ere s e n s i b i l i t y . 11 
(c.of
judgm ents abou t th e  sub lim e  -e re -a m .id io tic  tl~udgmonls and a s  s u c h ')
-f i 'om ^ lo g ic a l o r c o g n i t iv e  judgm ents^
_ WC ivli.:pf- AR-«
^ { m a k in g  them  we a r e  n o t  d t  a l l  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  know ledge o f  our
h ' TU , ,o b j e c t .  do n o t  employ any co n ce p ts  a t  a l l ,  we m e re ly  focfl.
-a^harm ony o f  our c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s ,  -Shis^harm ony howov-o-r  
i s  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from  th e  one w hich l i e s  a t  t h e  b a s i s  of 
o u r Judgm ents a b o u t th e  b e a u t i f u l .  -F b r^ Im a g in a tio n  and  h e aso n
J  . , ti 58(}f,) 
~ l h
I t-  -As v er,
iW-riw
-•the—fscrfc-'-theet-our
-£ the  two f a c u l t i e s  in v o lv e d ^ a r e  f e l t  t o  harm onise I n  v ir t u e  
o f  t h e i r  c o n t r a s t ,  • -i-nHshe- e a s e" trf■ an1 a e s t h e t lo  judgments 
ah o u t th o  'b e a u tlft il  we become aware o f  a p e r fe c t  harmony o f  
o u r c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t ie s ^ * * *  Wo a s c r ib e  s u b j e c t iv e  p u rp o siv e ­
n e ss  to  t h e  o b je c t  b eca u se^ in  r e p r e se n t in g  i t  t o  o u r se lv es , we 
f e e l  t h a t  th e  two f a c u l t i e s  o f  th e  mind in v o lv e d  accord  w ith  
each  o t h e r . ^e-i4oa-of--su^ je& tive--3m rpo»4vene& e.- oa-w hic*.
di s c ord . o f ., i  m agin a tion, and Reason ,
t e a t  d ish a r mony gi v e s.;,^ - .pl eas ure b ecaus e  ln>.gur^capa o i t y  
as - r a t i ox i ^ ^ s a fiig fs  we l i k e  t o  rep res e n t - t o o u r se lv e s  ..the - 
QomgiTete -d i v ers i ty  o f  our sen s uous- and our--ra t i o n a l fa c u l t i e s  .
"For ju s t  as in  th e  e s t im a te  o f th e  b e a u t i f u l  im a g in a tio n  
and understand ing by t h e ir  co n cer t g e n e ra te  s u b j e c t iv e  pu rp os- 
iv e n e s s  o f  th e  m ental f a c u l t i e s ,  so  im ag in a tion  and Reason do 
so  h ere by t h e ir  c o n f l i c t  -  th a t  i s  to  sa y  th e y  induce a f e e l ­
in g  o f  our p o sse ss in g  a pure and s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t  R eason , or a 
f a c u l t y  f o r  th e  e s tim a tio n  of m agnitude, whose pre-em inence  
can o n ly  b e  made i n t u i t i v e l y  ev id en i by th e  inadequacy o f  th a t  
f a c u l t y  which in  th e  p r e se n ta t io n  o f  m agnitudes ( o f  o b je c t s  o f  
se n s e )  i s  i t s e l f  unbounded*" (C »of J *» 2 5 8 ^
The rem aining p arts o f t h i s  s e c t io n  add v e r y  l i t t l e  to  
what has a lrea d y  been saidjO nd I  w i l l  do no more-; than  quote two 
p assa g es in  which K ant's main id e a  becomes p a r t ic u la r ly  c l e a r .
"The q u a l i ty  of th e  fe e l in g  o f th e  su b lim e o o n s is t s  i n  I t s  
b e in g , in  re sp e c t o f  th e  fao u lty  of forming a e s th e t ic  e s tim a te s , 
a f e e l in g  o f  p a in  a t  an o b je c t ,which y e t ,  a t  th e  same tim e , i s  
re p re se n te d  as being  purpoeive -  a r e p re s e n ta t io n  which d eriv es  
i t s  p o s s ib i l i ty  from  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  su b je c t* s v ery  in c a p a c ity
b o tr a y s  t h e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  an  u n l im ite d  f a c u l t y  o f  t h e  same 
s u b je c t#  and t h a t  t h e  mind c a n  o n ly  form  a n  a e s th e tic *  e s t im a te  
ox' t h e  l a t t e r  f a c u l t y  by means of t h a t  i n c a p a c i t y , "  ( C .o f  J . ,
" I f ,  now, a  m agn itude  b e g in s  t o  t a x  t h e  u tm ost s t r e t c h  
of o u r f a c u l t y  o f com prehension  i n  a n  i n t u i t i o n ,  and  s t i l l  
n u m e r ic a l m ag n itu d es -  i n  r e s p e c t  of w hich  we a r e  c o n s c io u s  
of th o  b o u n d le s s n e s s  o f o u r f a c u l t y  -  c a l l  upon  t h e  im a g in a t io n  
f o r  a e s t h e t i c  com p reh en sio n  i n  a  g r e a t e r  u n i t ,  th e  mind th e n  
g e ts  a f e e l i n g  of b e in g  a e s t h e t i c a l l y  c o n f in e d  w i th in  b o u n d s , 
n e v e r t h e l e s s ,  w i th  a  v iew  to  t h e  e x te n s io n  o f im a g in a t io n  
n o e e s s a ry  f o r  adequacy  w i th  what i s  unboundad i n  o u r f a c u l t y  
o f R eason , nam ely  th e  I d e a  o f th e  a b s o lu te  w h o le , th o  a t t e n d a n t  
p a in ,  a n d , c o n s e q u e n t ly ,  th e  w ant o f  p u rp o s lv o n e s s  : n  our 
f a c u l t y  o f  im a g in a t io n , i s  s t i l l  r e p r e s e n te d  a s  p u rp o s iv e  f o r  
I d e a s  o f  R eason  and t h e i r  a n im a tio n . But i n  t h i s  v e ry  way th e  
a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent i t s e l f  i s  s u b j e c t iv e l y  p u rp o s iv e  f o r  R eason  
a s  s o u rc e  of I d e a s ,  i . e .  o f  su c h  a n  i n t e l l e c t u a l  com p reh en sio n  
a s  makes a l l  a e s t h e t i c  com prehension  s m e l l ,  and  th e  o b je c t  i s  
r e c e iv e d  as su b lim e  w ith  a  p le a s u r e  t h a t  i s  o n ly  p o s s ib l e  th ro u g h  
th o  m e d ia t io n  of a  p a in ."  ( C. o f  J . , 859 , 26QJt\
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which
IC&nt’ s  th e o ry  o f  th e  "D y n am ica lly  S u b  l i n o " / i s  s e t  f o r th  
i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  i s  so  much e a s ie r  to  u n d e rs ta n d  th a n  h i s  th e o ry
r  i
of t h e  "H athom atically  sublim e'' t h a t  I  i l l  o n ly  d isc u ss  th e  
m ain  p o in t s  o f  h i s  argument w ith o u t c o n c e rn in g  m yself w ith  
d e t a i l s .
Tho terms "H athom atically  Sublime" and "dynam ically  
Sublim e" a re  e a s i l y  explained . ^"U athem atioally  S ub lim e" i s
an  o b je c t  w h ich  seem s to  t h e  ju d g in g  s u b je c t  t o  p o s s o s s  i n f i n -
7
i t e  m a g n itu d e . '-Ifcm am ically  s u b lim e ” i s  a n  o b je c t  w h ich  seem s
b o ^ ^ r
to  t h e  ju d g in g  s u b je c t  t o  p o s s e s s  i n f i n i t e  »£*2 tt. K a n t’ s  
argum ent ru n s  a s  f o l lo w s ,  I n  o rd e r  to  b e  e n a b le d  to  e s t im a te  
n a tu r e  a s  d y n a m ic a lly  su b lim e  we re s t  r e p r e s e n t  i t  t o  o u r ­
s e lv e s  a s  a  s o u rc e  o f f e a r .  I n  r e p r e s e n t in g  th e  o b je c t  to
o u rs e lv e s  we f e e l  t h a t  ev en  to  t r y  t o  o f f e r  any  r e s i s t a n c e  to  
i t  i s  o u i to  im p o s s ib le .  The o b je c t  i s  th o u g h t t o  be infln-
tvwi si~
i t o l y  s u p e r io r  t o  o u r s e lv e s ,  I t  heev-fco bo n o te d  however^ t h a t
i f  I.\AA 0'-V », ‘/ o J
ho-who judgo^ an  o b je c t  t o  be i n f i n i t e l y  p o w e rfu l o r  dynam i-
U.-Q
c a l l y  sub  l im e  ^ musi n o t b e  i n  an  a c t u a l  s t a t e  o f  f e a r .  F o r 
when we a r e  a f r a i d  o f som eth ing  we can n o t p la y  t h e  p a r t  o f  a  
ju d g e . The f e e l i n g  o f  t h e  su b lim e  a r i s e s  i n  us when we p u t 
o u r s e lv e s  i n  t h e  p o s i t i o n  of. a p e rs o n  who w ould have  to  o f f e r  
r e s i s t a n c e  t o  t h e  o b je c t  and  f e o l  t h a t  any  such  a tte m p t w ould 
b e  f u t i l e .  I/o must n o t  a c t u a l l y  b e  i n  such  a s i t u a t i o n .  We 
m ust n o t  b e  a f r a i d  o f o u r o b j e e t ,  V/e lo o k  upon o u r o b je c t  a s  
f e a r f u l  and  y e t  a r e  n o t  a f r a i d  o f i t .  I t  i s  c l e a r  ^ o w e v e r . t h a t
—" £etM.iv4/~ /-* Hks- fa dLj
t h i s  f e e l i n g  of im a g in a ry  h e lp le s s n e s s  -.lone v ; i l l  rsrrsr.g m ice 
4te-4uKljgo "gflft dbj eat-s^lnma^-i^.^ftake .pi U)e f>ave.
s e e n  t h a t  th o  judgm ents a b o u t th e  m a th e m a tic a lly  su b lim e  o r 
a b s o l u te ly  g r e a t  r e s t  upon two c o n d i t io n s .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  place 
we h a v e  to  become aw aro o f  t h e  incom petence  o f o u r im a g in a t io n ,  
Tho im r .g in s tio n >b e in g  u n a b le  t o  com prehend th e  o b je c t  f o o l s  i t  
t o  b o  a b s o lu te ly  g r o a t  and  t h e  ju d g in g  s u b je c t  becomes i n  that
■S-fctttne-t-iC
way aw are o f  i t s  l i m i t a t i o n  as a  oono ib -lO ' b e in g .  B u t we have 
a l s o  s e o n  t h a t  i n  becoming aw are o f  t h i s  in co m p eten ce  o f  its 
im a g in a t io n  th e  s u b je o t  r e f e r s  to  i t s  r a t i o n a l  f a c u l ty ^ w h ic h  
g iv e s  i t  a standard compared with w hich  every sensible standard 
is infinitely small. The su b je o t feels th a t  as a rational b e in g
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i t  i s  i n f i n i t e l y  s u p e r io r  oven to  th e  g r e a te s t  naturc-1 
obj a c t •
" In  th e  im m easurableness o f n a tu re  and th e  incom petence 
o f our f a c u l ty  f o r  adop ting  a s ta n d a rd  p ro p o rtio n a te  to  th e
a e s th e t ic  e s tim a tio n  of th e  magnitude of i t s  rea lm , we found 
o u r own l im i ta t io n ,  Sut w ith  th i s  we a ls o  found in  our 
r a t i o n a l  f a c u l ty  an o th er non-sens uous s ta n d a rd , one which has 
th a t  i n f i n i t y  i t s e l f  u n d e r i t  as u n i t ,  and in  com parison w ith  
w hich  every th ing  i n  n a tu re  i s  sm a ll, and so  found in  our* minds 
a pre-om lnence over n a tu re  even in  i t s  im m easu rab ility ,"
(C .of J . ,  261).
Our Judgments about th e  dynam ically  sublim e a re  based  
upon a v ery  s im ila r  p r i i ic lp le .  The o b jec t which we Judge 
sublim e makes us conscious of our own h e lp le ssn e ss  as conoib-I -o 
b o in g s . We f e e l  th a t  p h y s ic a lly  n a tu re  is  i n f i n i t e l y  su p e r­
io r  to  u s , that- every attem pt to  o f fe r  r e s is ta n c e  ^ to  l tp -  
would be In  v a in . But we a ls o  f e e l  th a t  th e re  is  w ith in  us 
a f a c u l ty  i n f in i t e ly  su p e rio r  to  n a tu re .  The o b je c t which 
i s  c a l le d  sublim e re v e a ls  to  us our1 f a c u l ty  of th in k in g  our­
se lv e s  independent of n a tu re . P h y s ic a lly  wo a re  h e lp le s s ,  
lia tu re  may dep rive  us o f every th ing  (o f  a l l  our w orld ly  goods,
ou*c< '<£
h e a l t h ) ^  l i f e ) , b u t «he has no power ovor our m oral person­
a l i t y .  The f e e l in g  of our p h y s ic a l i n f e r i o r i t y  -rniaegr t he- 
fe o lin g  of our m oral s u p e r io r i ty .  "T herefore n a tu re  i s  here 
c a l le d  sublim e m erely because i t  r a is e s  th e  im ag ina tion  to a 
p re s e n ta tio n  of th o se  cases in  which th o  mind can  make i t s e l f  
s e n s ib le  of the ap p ro p ria te  su b lim ity  o f tho  sphere  of i t s  
own b e in g , oven above n a tu re ."  (C .o f  J , , 2 6 2 }  
CThus i t  becomes c le a r  once more that th e  sublimity is  
in  no sense a property of natural objeots^and th a t  It belongs
to  th e  human mind a lo n e , '.Vo c a l l  th in g s  s u b lin e  on tho  
ground th a t  th ey  make us f o o l  th e  su b lim ity  o f our own m inds.
I t  w i l l  be obvious th a t  K ant's tlioo ry  of th e  dynam ically
sublim e ag rees in  every re sp e c t w ith  h is  th e o ry  o f  th o  r.n th e ­
m a tic a lly  sublim e, ho s t a t e s  once more th a t  th o  Idea  of 
su b lim ity  a r i s e s  from  th o  f a c t  th a t  in  re p re s e n tin g  th o  o b je c t 
to  o u rse lv e s  wo f e e l  th e  pre-em inonco of our- r a t i o n a l  n a tu re  
ever p h y s ic a l n a tu re  even in  i t s  in n e a s u r a b i l i ty , and he s e ts
c r u - f
fo r th  th e  view th a t  i t  i s  -the consciousness of th e  in c a p a c ity  
of our im ag ina tion  which nakes us f e e l  t h i s .  Kant does not 
e x p l ic i t ly  s t a t e  i t  b u t i t  i s  c le a r  from th e  co n tex t th a t  ho 
b e liev e s  th a t  our judgments about th e  dynam ically su b lin e  
c o n ta in  th e  two elem ents of p le a su re  and p a in . Tho p a in  is  
f e l t  because our im ag ination  p re se n ts  to  i t s e l f  th o  i n f i n i t e  
s u p e r io r i ty  of n a tu re ; th e  p le a su re  is  f e l t  because th i s  mates 
us th in k  of our e x is t ence as r a t io n a l  b e in g s , Kant might 
aga in  have s a id  as in  th e  p receding  se c tio n ^ th a t "The o b jec t 
i s  rece iv ed  as sublim e w ith  a p le a su re  th a t  i s  on ly  p o ss ib le  
th rough  tho  m ediation  of a p a in . '' (C. of J . .  260ji)
I  should  l ik e  to  d iscu ss  one more p o in t . Cn page 262 
Hunt says th a t  tho  r i r .e ip le  from which he has d e riv ed  th e  
judgment about th e  sublim e may appear to  bo too  f a r - f e tc h e d  
r-r.* s u b t le  (v a r n u e n f te l t ) and sc -h-e thought to  be beyond th e  
ro ach  o f an a e s th e t ic  judgment. He goes on to  say  th a t  th i s  
i s  n o t r e a l ly  th e  cose and th a t  o b se rv a tio n  of men proves th e  
r e v e r s e .  The p r in c ip le  may be th e  foundation  of th o  common­
e s t  judgments although one is  not always conscious of i t s
p res sro s .
5 ^  43a ia_li£ n irr°+ ntrvtffaiimit.— P-cr t he reader
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so jrt l n f »  from i t  that Kant believes himself to have derived
$ 2 ? .
th o  p r i n c i p l e  o f  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents a b o u t t h e  su b lim e  fro m  
e m p i r ic a l  o b s e r v a t io n  o f  a e t u a l ^ouD^ ee t s .  But K ant oanaot  
r e a l l y  mean t h i s ,  ^ o r  a s  h a s  become c l e a r  from  t h e  p re c e d in g  
s e c t io n s  he  h o ld s  t h a t  th e  p r i n c i p l e  w hich  u n d e r l i e s  o u r  a e s ­
t h e t i c  Judgm ents a b o u t t h e  su b lim e  i s  a n  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e ,  o-‘M
Cto tO< Ic'.v* J
i+erf„ i t  i s  one o f  th e  fu n d a m e n ta l d o c t r in e s  o f  K an t’ s p h i l ­
osophy t h a t  no a  p r i o r i  judgm ents c a n  e v e r  b e  d e r iv e d  fro m  
e m p ir ic a l  o b s e rv a t io n  C^ee above I n  t h e  n e x t  s e c t i o n
ho w i l l  d e a l  w ith  t h e  q u e s t io n  as t o  w hat h in d  o f n e c e s s i t y  
and a  p r i p r i  v a l i d i t y  c a n  b e  a s c r ib e d  to  a e s t h e t i c  Judgm ents 
a b o u t th e  s u b lim e . He w i l l  show t i n t  ovoryAp e r s on  who i s
( cly Al^  2cUlZ~- )
s u s c e p t ib l e  t o  Id e a s  o f  R eason^m ust n e c e s s a r i l y  ju d g e  c e r t a i n  
o b je c ts  su b lim e  and  i s  e n t i t l e d  t c  p re su p p o se  t h a t  e v e ry  o th e r  
s u b j e c t  w i l l  a g re e  w ith  h im ^  ' 'He s h a l l  s e e  t h a t  Hr-wrt io  of 
o p in io n  t h a t  i t  i s  o n ly  t h e  a  p r i o r i  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  ju d g ­
m ents w hich makes t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h ilo so p h y  c o n c e rn  i t s e l f
Ct
v /ith  them . As h e  pu ts i t ,  i t  ’' l i f t s  th e n  o u t o f  th o  s p h e re
o f  e m p ir ic a l  p sy ch o lo g y  i n  w h ich  o th e rw is e  th e y  would rerne.in
t C ^X.,266.}
b u r ie d  amid th e  f e e l in g s  o f  g r a t i f i c a t i o n  o r  p a ia ." A I  th in k  
K ant m ust u n d e rs ta n d  i n  S e c t io n  £8 by  " o b s e rv a t io n  o f  men" 
t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  a n a ly s i s  o f  t h e i r  Judgm ents and  n o t  t h e i r  em p ir­
i c a l  o b s e r v a t i o n ^ ? .
S e c t io n  2 9 .
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'£ho&e a r e  th e  m ain p o in ts  o f  th e  argum ent s e t  f o r t h  in  
t h i s  S e c t io n .  I t  seema t o  be im p o s s ib le  t o  concede  t o  a  
judgm ent a b o u t th e  su b lim e  any c la im  t o  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  
and n e c e s s i t y .  How oan a p e rs o n  who la y s  down su c h  a  judgment 
demand everyone’s ag reem en t?  How can  h e  o la lm  t h a t  everybody 
ought to  c a l l  c e r ta in  o b jec ts  sublim e? Such a  o l a i *  seems > « r
>
ng w arra-at-ed. I^er-tas shown a b o v e ^ th o  f o o l in g  
o f  th o  s u b lim e  depends on th e  s u s c e p t i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  m ind f o r  
Id o u s and  how c a n  wo p re su p p o se  t h a t  t h i s  s u s c e p t i b i l i t y  w i l l  
e x i s t  i n  e v e ry  human b a in g l I t  seem s o bv ious t h a t  i n  f a c t
Ccn-v^ -
i t  -drees e x i s t
£t<c£. f^c/»fu
Hu- i s - t h o s c~ peroona who ju d g e  o b je c ts  su b lim e  w h ich  o u ld  m ere ly  
t e r r i f y  th o  sa v a g e  and  u n c iv i l i a o d .  How c a n  a  c la im  to  u n i­
v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  and n e c e s s i t y  bo made f o r  a  ju d g n e n t w hich  p r e ­
su p p o ses  a  s p e c i a l  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  th o  m ind on t h e  p a r t  o f  th o  
ju d g in g  s u b j e c t ,  v i z c u l tu r e ?  _ ICantTs answ er i s  t h a t  a l th o u g h  
c u l t u r e  i s  r e q u i s i t e  f o r  th o  m aking o f a  judgm ent a b o u t th e  
s u b l im e ^ th is  doos n o t  in v o lv e  i t s  b e in g  a n  o r i g i n a l  p ro d u c t of 
c u l t u r e .  She f e e l i n g  f o r  m ora l Id e a s  i s  n o t  in tro d u c e d  i n t o  
s o c i e t y  i n  a  c o n v e n tio n a l  m anner. I t  h a s  i t s  r o o t s  i n  human 
n a t u r e .  fv o ry  human b e in g  i s  s u b je c t  t o  t h e  m o re l la v ^ a n d  
owing to  t h i s  we may ex p ec t from  ev e ry  human b e in g  t h a t  - i t  /U. 
w i l l  p o s s e s s  a  f e e l i n g  f o r  m oral I d e a s .  V/hen we f in d  th& t a
/tyi. • «'o“. t/—• -&> c/<^
ma n i s  i n s e n s i t i v e  to  b e a u ty  wo '-tax him w ith  a  o f  t a s t e  •
a n d  when no  f i n d  him  i n d i f f e r e n t  t o  an  o b je c t  w h ich  v/o c o n s id e r  
su b lim e  v/o say  o f  him  th a t  h e  h a s  no f o o l i n g . ■<!o 1 sound b o th
t a s t e  and  f e e l i n g  o f  o v o ry  manj and th e  o n ly  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t  
w hereas i n  t h e  c a s o  o f  a n  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent a b o u t th o  b e a u t i -
SV;\£-t "mmT
f u l  we demand - i t  a s  a  m a t te r  o f  c o u ra e is in c e  th e  judgm ent r e f e r s  
t h e  im a g in a tio n * , m ere ly  t o  bho n n d o r s t a n d i n g v / o  demand a g r e e -
~U+4,y
m ent - te - ttn  a o s th o t i c  judf-ment* ab o u t t h o  s u b l im e ( s in e e  i 4  r o f o r i
&*-. a. c£ , n
t h e  im a g in a tio n  to  Reason a s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  Ic laas j-rondoroc s u b -  
j o c t i v o  pi - os uppo g i t lron. What we -nupgoa-e i s  th o  e x i s t  ones o of 
m o ra l f e e l i n g  i n  ev e ry  human b o in g ^an d  on t h i s  a ssu m p tio n  wo 
a t t r i b u t e  n e c e s s i t y  to  our Judgm ent.
I sh ou ld  l ik e  to -a a k e  a * m  remark^ on one p o in t v/hioh
j
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although not made explicit- “by Kanins seme to mo to he implicit 
i n  his argument. According to Kant all aesthetic judgments^ 
whether they are Judgments about tho bountiful or judgments 
about the sublime^are singular judgments, i.e. they aro con- 
cerr.ed v/lth only one object and refer their representation of 
this object to a rule which cannot be determined. All aes­
t h e t i c  judgments possess universal validity,
t/
i.e^vjo judge the given object beautiful or sublime booause 
we conaidor it to bo an instance of a universal 
rule, le uooume that Although -’/e can never provo in a par- 
ticular case that we havo subsumed crb- correctly undor tho 
indotsrmlnate ruleithat tno indetor mine,to principle itself
' '  ? /v f i  I W A l / M  t i l
must be acltnowl edged by every judging subject, the case
^  JL-very
of judgments about tho sublime we presuppose that ^ subject
the faculties of imagination and Eoason must 
nyoessurily ta3ce pleasure in becoming conscious of the har­
monious relation of those two faculties. lip have soon that
Us I.! ^ n i w ' - w y  C f v v w i ^ r
tho consciousness of this harmony,fhaaniuny"^- -ray of' oonmraat) * 
arises in us.when in representing a sensible object to our- 
selves \7 9 foci that v/e aro rational beings and as such in­
finitely superior to nature and all the objects contained in 
it. Aesthetic judgments about tho sublime rest upon the pre­
supposition that this fooling will be shared by ever;.- finite
Jtsv^ry
rational being, i,o.J by X Doing which belongs to two worlds, 
the world of sense and the intelligible rational world, 4?hat
1 U  0 < l f ~ L  / o
Tj air n r t j iTrl ir~ £ - 0 0 a .!£,■ l l i i s  plo&3k32?6 is no*fc dLu.-3
t o  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  p e c u l i a r i t i e s  o f th o  in d iv i d u a l .  ih o  p r i n ­
c i p l e  on w hich th e  judgment r e s t s  I s  a s u b j e c t iv e l y  n e c e s s a ry
a p r io r i  p r in c ip le .
"In t h i s  m odality  of a e s th e t ic  judgments, namely t h e ir
33/.
assum ed n e c e s s i t y ,  l i e s  w hat i s  f o r  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Judgm ent
a  moment o f  c a p i t a l  im p o r ta n c e . F o r  t h i s  i s  e x a c t ly  w hat 
male os a n  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  a p p a re n t  I n  t h e i r  e a s e ,  and l i f t s  
them  out o f th o  sp h e re  o f e m p i r ic a l  p sy c h o lo g y , i n  w hich 
o th e rw is e  th e y  would re m a in  h u r le d  am id th o  f e e l i n g  o f  g r a t i ­
f i c a t i o n  and p a in  (o n ly  w ith  t h e  s e n s e le s s  e u l th o t  o f f i n e r  
f o o l i n g ) ,  so  r.s t p  p la c e  th em , an d , th a n k s  t o  them , t o  pl& eo 
th o  f a c u l ty  o f .judgment i t s e l f ,  i n  th o  c l a s s  o f judgm ents of 
w hich  th e  "basis o f  an  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  i s  th e  d i s t i n g u i s h in g  
f e a t u r e ,  an d , th u s  d i s t in g u i s h e d ,  to  in t ro d u c e  thera i n t o  
t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h ilo s o p h y ," (C .o f  J ,  , g66Lf a
I  may now co n c lu d e  ray  e x p o s itio n , o f  ’Cant’ s th e o ry  o ' th o  
su b lim e  d is r e g a r d in g  th e  p a ssa g e  h ead ed  "C-onoral Remarks upon 
th o  e x p o s i t io n  o f a e s t h e t i c  r e f l e c t i v e  judgm ents , n_ j  i 'h e  r o s t
o f  th e  A n a ly tic  o f  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents c o n s i s t s  o f  two p a r t s .
cAsu*JU oc
I n  t h e  f i r s t  p a r t  Kant -oeeup i -ce  h im oo lf w i th  th o  "jJod-i-efttion
k£  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents^ and i n  th o  second  h e  s e t s  f o r t h  h i s
th e o ry  o f  a r t  and  th e  a r t i s t .  \  I t  i s  easy  to  so o  why K ant
d e a ls  w ith  t h e  d e d u c tio n  o f  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents and w i th  th e
prob lem s o f  a r t  a f t e r  h i s  a cco u n t of th o  judgm ents a b o u t th e
o iib l im e ,
O ils  r e a s o n  f o r  d o in g  so  seems to n s e  t h a t  he  w an ted  to  
"bring th e  a n a ly s i s  o f  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents to  an  and "boforo 
c o n c e rn in g  h im s e lf  -with t h e i r  d e d u c tio n  and  d is c u s s in g  th e
fai
problem  o f a r t  and  ^ a r t i s t .  F or a s  h e  itJ.11 e x p la in  i n  S e c t io n
SO, h e  b e l ie v e s  t h a t  th e  d e d u c tio n  o f  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents i s  
d i r e c te d  o n ly  t o  judgm ents ab o u t t h e  b e a u t i f u l  and n o t  to  
th o s e  a b o u t t h e  su b lim e . I t  i s  ala> c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  p rob lem  
o f  a r t  and a r t i s t i c  p ro d u c tio n  does not concern t h e - judgm ents 
about th e  sublim e^but only  th o s e  about th e  b e a u t i f u l .
J
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v/o s e e  t h a t  th e  re m a in in ';  p a r t s  o f  t h e  'n a l y t i c  o f
judgm ent v? I l l  be  e o n c e m sd  w ith  th e  b e a u t i f u l  a lo n e  and  In  .reA
n o th in g  w h a tev e r t o  do w i th  th e  su b lim e . - 'h is m ales i t  a l l  
th e  c o re  d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  why h u n t c o n tin u e s  g iv in g  
t h e  h e a d in g  " A n a ly tic  o f  t h e  S u b l in e 7r to  t h e s e  p a r t s  o f th e
CMofcd'ic
" A n a ly tic  o f^Ju& gnen t. n I  m ust c o n fe s s  t h a t  I  c a n n o t f i n d  any
crtr .dona tion  f o r  t h i s .
D o d n c tio r  f  l u r o  A e s th e t ic  Ju d g m en ts .
S e c t io n  3 0 .
•„ro h av e  s t a t e d  tim o  and  a g a in  t h a t  o u r judgm ents o f  t a s t e
^ ju d g m en ts  ab o u t th o  b e a u t i f u l }  a r e  fu n d a m e n ta lly  d i f f e r e n t
from  l o g i c a l  ju d g m en ts . In  m ating  them  we a re  co n ce rn e d  
K.Ct  tf-
v i i h  ^terfc p r o p e r t i e s  m .y  'belo n g - t -e- t h e  o b je c t  w hich  we ju d g e  
/v a  -)
b u t m ere ly  w ith  our own s u b je c t iv e  f e e l i n g s  a b o u t th e  o b j e c t .  
And y e t  th e r e  i s  some r e f e r e n c e  t c  th e  o b je c t  p r e s e n t  i n  our
'.-,11011 we c a l l  a n  o b je c t  b e a u t i f u l  we p re su p p o se  t h a t  
i t  p o s s e s s e s  c e r t a i n  Q u a l i t i e s  which males t h e  s u b je c t  t h a t  
r e p r e s e n ts  i t  t o  i t s e l f  talce p le a s u r e  i n  i t .  I t  i s  t r u e  we 
s r e  n o t  a t  a l l  co n ce rn ed  w ith  t  lies a p r o p e r t i e s ,  But we a s ­
c r ib e  t o  i t  a fo rm  w hich m ales th e  ju d g in g  s u b je c t  c o n sc io u s  
o f  a  harm ony o f i t s  f a c u l t i e s  of r e p r e s e n ta t i o n .  We have 
c a l l e d  t h i s  s u b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv o n e s s . We, s e e  i n what M m e
th e  judgm ents o f t a s t o  a r e  r e f  o r  ro d  to  otrfr* ££% — -¥ h e y
a s c r ib e  to  i t  a  form  which n e c e s s a r i l y  g iv e s  ovary  s u b je o t  
p l e a s u r e ,  Tho p u rp o sivon.ess w hich we a s c r ib e  t o  t h e  o b je c t  
i s  m ere ly  sub j e e t i v e  and y e t  we c an n o t b u t d e r iv e  i t  i n  some 
way fro m  th e  o b je c t .  ''For th e  p u rp o s iv e n e ss  h as  i t s  fo u n d a ­
t i o n  in  th e  o b je c t  and i t s  outward fo rm  -  a lthou gh  i t  does 
n o t s i g n i f y  th e  r e f e r e n c e t h is  t o  o th er  o b je c ts  a ccord in g
J
1
t c  concepts ( fo r  th e  purpose s ?  js*2<ru«£:5 > ,  hr.-:
i s  m e re ly  co n ce rn ed  i n  gan-sfal r i t h  t h e  $&$&&*£».%.?& ®f r.hds
f . r u  r  c f u r  a s i t  r r e r a s  aeocardnrt ia . t i ?  aSn* •'•ith. t3*c f  i a  -.-I ty
o f  c o n c e p ts  a s  v e i l  as s r i th  t h a t  o f  i h s i r  p r-e® sata t lo r  ,_Hr~
s t o l lu - i g } w hich  i s  i d e n t i c a l  -pit!-, t h a t  c f  a~yra&«n£i?Sc.:s.“
(C .o f  J . ,  2 7 ^ -r,
I t  i s  e a sy  t o  so c  t h a t  s in c e  o a r  judgm ents o f  t a s t e  --• p i : ;  
Atv-.» d
t h r - in J .lo .it  j t t  • ■•ay ^ onoaracA w ith  t h e i r  o b je c t  and i t s  f e r n  ,
w *
t l i 3 -u e a tio n  nay  b e  r a is e d ;V rh r . t^ e  aa;sfo o f t h i s  p u rp o s iv a r .a s s ?  
c~r
4i*s v/hyAn a iu r e  p re s e n ts  us - .d th  c h lo o ts  n h io h  srJha as .■Peal a
n
hurra ony o f  o a r  f a c u l t i e s  o f  e o g n i t i e : : .  I t  f  o iler.:s t h a t  a 
n o re  a n a ly s i s  o f th o  judgm ents o f t a s t e  o r.m o t ho c o n s id e re d  
s a t i s f a c t o r y .  T;e have a ls o  to  a r m o r  t h e  c u e c t io n :  TTo-. avo 
judgm ents o f t a s t e  p o s s ib l e ,  i» c ,  how o n  v/o na!:e an n •■vlo v i  
judgm ent v;hich p resu p p o ses  t h a t  n a tu re  w i l l  -p resen t us v;<‘J; 
s u b j e c t iv e ly  p u rp o s iv e  o b je c ts ?  >3  h i r e-n o* . fcbving a n c .ly rod
tvv im iV  (n*!.!
th e  judgm ents o f  t a s t o  in to  t h e i r  e le m e n ts , to --»o>w omh o«.«*
%  "-eeiv© : w ith  t h o i r d e d u c t i o n ,  i . o .  v/o have  t o  ask*Hnvo vo th e
i^ cJLa-
r i g h t  to  to y  to r n  judgm ents o f  t a s t e ?  V/o h av e  o j u s t i f y  th e  
c la im  to  u n i v e r s a l i t y  and n e c e s s i t y  -/h ieh  i s  i n p l i s d  i n  th e n .  
T h is  does n o t a p p ly  to  o u r a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents a b o u t tho  
sublim e^ ^ o r  u n lih o  judgm ents a ’ t a s t e  th o y  n ro  in  no vre.y 
cone n m o l  w ith  th e  form  o f t h o i r  o b j e c t .  They a ro  e n t i r e l y
~  (to  .V-* M I|>J
s u b j e c t iv e .  '•jo-hsvc o-oon tZi?).t tflubll.v.l!:y c an n o t i n  any s e n s e  
cv c-f " Jir
b e  re g a rd e d  as beienyi'AL, '-w any o b jec ts , C u b liE ity  i s  a
0^0 V/.M. JL&aa.
p r o p e r ty  o f t h e  mind/ “M e  may b e  t a f « r r e d Afrom  th o  f a c t  t h a t  
t h e  id e a  o f  t h e  sub lim e a r i s e s  i n  us vhon  n a tu r e  p ro s  o u ts  ua
r~*i
w ith  an o b je c t  w hich v/o canno t com prehend. I t  la  frrl og r t h i-r t , 
i t  i s  obvious nonsense to  r a i s e  th e  q u es tio n : Why do33 n a tu re
p re sen t us w ith  o b jec ts  which we sublim e? Judgment s- about
i
n ess-. The c o n sc io u sn e ss  o f  a  p u rp o s iv e  r e l a t i o n  betw een
e«vwt
im a g in a t io n  and R eason w hich l i e s  a t  t h e  b a s i s  o f  o u r ju d g -
^  / u ! / -  l U  ! U U | t ' . ' f 'L y  C W v
m ents a b o u t th e  sub lim e i s  i -n- ne- vray  r e f e r r e d  to  t M s  o b j e c t .
Odti fczJ ky. Ait** ** f  t)
' '^ S ^ o b  je e t^ g iv e ^  u s  o c c a s io n  f o r  becom ing c o n sc io u s  o f  a  
c a p a c i ty  o f  o u r own m inds. I t  i s  n o t t h e  o b je c t  i t s e l f  b u t 
o u r  own m ind^ w hich make us t h in k  o f  o u r b e in g  p o s s e s s e d  o f
CVv-.pt
R eason -© f-eer b e in g  a b le  t o  c o n ce iv e  Id e a s  o f a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  
v/o r i d .  \nd  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  s in c e  th o  o b je c t  w hich  i s  ju d g ed
i s  a  s e n s ib l e  o b j e c t^ i t  c an  i n  no way b e  h e ld  r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  
t h e  p le a s u re  w hich we ta k e  i n  our becom ing c o n sc io u s  o f  o u r
s u p e r i o r i t y  over th e  s e n s ib le  w o rld . , Judgm ents a b o u t th e
su b lim e  a re  a p r i o r i  and n e c e s s a ry  ju d g m en ts . Tho c la im  made 
by  them i s  t h a t  ev ery  o b je c t  w hich makes th e  ju d g in g  s u b je c t  
aw are o f  i t s  r a t i o n a l  c h a r a c te r  w i l l  g iv e  p le a s u r e  to  i t .  The 
" e x p o s i t io n "  o f th e  judgm ents a b o u t th o  su b lim e  h a s  shown 
t h a t  th e  human mindj a s  b e in g  p o s s e s s e d  o f  im a g in a t io n  arid R eason 
i s  c a p a b le  of r e l a t i n g  them to  each  o th e r^ o f  becoming- a v /o r^ o n  
th e  p r e s e n ta t io n  o f a  s e n s ib le  o b je c t  o f i t s  s u p e r s e n s ib le  
c a p a c i ty .  By showing t h a t  t h i s  i s  p o s s ib le  we h av e  e s t a b l i s h e d  
th e  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  and n e c e s s i ty  c la im ed  by th e  ju d g m en ts .
I t  fo llo w s  t h a t  t h e i r  " e x p o s i t io n "  i s  a t  th e  same tim e  t h e i r  
" d e d u c tio n " . F o r th e  fo rm er h as  shown t h a t  t h e  sub  jec t^  w ith o u t 
a t t r i b u t i n g  to  n a tu re  any p u rp co e^ io  c -p a b le  o f  b r in g in g  abou t 
a  p u rp o s iv e  r e l a t i o n  o f i t s  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s .
"The sub lim e in  n a tu re  i s  im p ro p e rly  s o - c a l l e d ,  and -th a t  
s u b l im i ty  sh o u ld , i n  s t r i c t n e s s ,  be a t t r i b u t e d  m ere ly  to  th e  
a t t i t u d e  o f  th o u g h t-^ ( D enkungsart) ,  o r ,  r a t h e r ,  to  t h a t  w hich 
s e r v e s  a s  b a s i s  f o r  t h i s  i n  human n a tu r e .  The a p p re h e n s io n
o f  an  o b je c t  o th e rw is e  fo rm le s s  and in  c o n f l i c t  w ith  p u rp o se s
( u n z v /e c k a a e ss ig ) s u p p l ie s  th e  m ere o c c a s io n  f o r  our coming
t o  a  c o n sc io u s n e s s  o f  t h i s  b a s i s ;  and th e  o b je c t  i s  i n  t h i s
way p u t  to  a  s u b je e t iv e ly - p u r p o s iv e  u se  b u t i t  i s  n o t  e s t i -
m ated  as s u b je c t iv e ly - p u r p o s iv e  on i t s  own a c c o u n t/b e c a u s e
E '
o f  i t s  f o r m . . . . . . . .  C o n seq u en tly  th e  'e x p o s i t io n  we gave  o f
Judgm ents upon th e  su b lim e  in  n a tu r e  was a t  th e  sarao tim e  
t h e i r  R e d u c t io n .  F o r  i n  our a n a ly s i s  o f  t h e  r e f l e c t i o n  on 
th e  p a r t  o f Judgm ent i n  t h i s  c a se  we found  t h a t  i n  su ch  
Judgm ents th e r e  i s  a  p u rp o s iv e  r e l a t i o n  o f t h e  c o g n i t iv e  
f a c u l t i e s ,  w hich h as t o  be  l a i d  a p r i o r i  at- t h e  b a s i s  o f  th e  
f a c u l t y  o f p u rp o ses  ( th e  w i l l )  and which i s  t h e r e f o r e  i t s e l f  
a  p r i o r i  p u rp o s iv e . T h is ,  th e n ,  a t  once in v o lv e s  th e 'd e d u c -  
t i o n  i .o » ; th e  J u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f  th o  c la im  o f  su c h  a  Judgment 
t o  u n iv e r s a l ly  n e c e s sa ry  v a l i d i t y . "  (C . o f  J . .  2Q0()j.)
We se e  t h a t  i t  i s  on ly  th e  Judgm ents o f t a s t e  w hich r e ­
q u i r e  a  d e d u c tio n . Our f i r s t  b u s in e s s  i s  t o  f i n d  ou t what 
m ethod  t h i s  d e d u c tio n  w i l l  have to  f o l lo w .
S e c t io n  3 7 .
Only th o se  Judgm ents r e q u i r e  a d e d u c tio n  w hich  l a y  c la im  
to  some h in d  o f n e c e s s i ty .  T h is  i s  th e  c a se  w ith  Judgm ents 
o f  t a s t e .  They la y  c la im  to  s u b je c t iv e  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y cu^u.
U-. 0-*'«
i n  m a k i n g  them we demand t h a t  every/i ot h e r  p erson sh o u ld  agree  
i r e 'o u r  Judgm ent. Judgm ents o f t a s t e  d i f f e r  from  l o g i c a l  
Judgm ents in  t h a t  th e  p r e d ic a te  of t h e  Judgment^ does n o t make 
a n  a s s e r t i o n  abou t th e  o b je c t  as s u c h , i n  a  l o g i c a l  Judgment 
th e  p r e d ic a te  s ta n d s  in  n e c e s sa ry  connexion  w ith  i t s ^ J o c t  
because i t  i s  a t tr ib u te d  to  i t  a s  a p r o p e r ty . To t a k e  an
Z 3 . - 6 .
exam ple , whan we s a y :  th e  t a b l e  i s  ro u n d , we mean by t h i s  t h a t  
t h e  p r e d i c a t e  o f th o  judgm ent ( ro u n d ) i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  c o n n e c t­
ed  w i th  i t s  s u b j e c t ,  flow t h i s  s u b je c t  i s  t h e  o b je c t  a b o u t 
h i e h  Ov. i s  made in  th o  judgm ent and to  w hich a
c e r t a i n  p ro p e r ty  i s  a t t r i b u t e d .  -rG-^©g-^*dsr-1dre Judgm en ts  o f
{fi-v r .- i  rw iv .vA aW ,
t a s t e  A« te y  d o 'n o t  a t t r i b u t e  any > ro p e r t io o  to  t h o i r  o b je c ts  
a s  su ch ; and y e t  t h e r e  i s  a  c la im  t o  n e c e s s i ty  i m p l i c i t  i n  th e m / 
f 0T when we c a l l  a  th in g  b e a u t i f u l y  .o mean by t h i s  t h a t  th o  
o o je c t  judged  m ust -h o c c a a a riiy  p ro d u ce  p le a s u r e  i n  every  
p e r s o n  who ju d g es i t .  The p le a s u r e  which i s  c la im e d  ^ o r —th e  
^udrreen t i s  o f a  s p e c i f i c  k in d ^ i t  i s  th o  p le a s u r e  i n  th o  co n ­
s c io u s n e s s  o f  th e  s u b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv e n e ss  w hich a r i s e s  when 
we p r e s e n t  th e  o b je c t  to  o u r s e lv e s .  A judgm ent o f  t a s t e
iW C*Ci '-■■'i S u  t 'C - .f
c la im s  s u b je c t iv e  u n iv e r s a l  n e c e s s i t y  end do-ee -two to  v in d ic a te
h cf to iA t' tA t-\\
t n e  c la im  made by i t .  we have  to  a sk  o u r s e lv e s ;  -Ahet— 
liao -h o y/he - j i id^oo- a " b e a u tifu l on tho  ground t h a t  toJce\
p le a s u re , i n  i t  to  assum e t h a t  evoryfe-edy e l s e  w i l l  t a k e  th e  same 
p le a s u r e  i n  i t  and  as a  consequence  o f th is ^ a g ro o  -hie ju d g ­
m ent?
-  ct<c . 1,0 C
,-Sut b e f o r e  p ro c e e d in g  we have once more t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  
e i e c r i y  betv/een s u b je c t iv e  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents and o b je c t iv e  
c o g n i t iv e  judgm en ts. T here  a r e  two k in d s  o f  c o g n i t iv e  ju d g -
IAL/l'cM. tV/Vil
m en tsi ( a )  T h e o r e t ic a l  judgm ents ^ b a s e d  upon c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g s . Those among them w hich - r e  p u re  a u r i p r l  ju d g -
fc/ frji
m onts a r e  e n t i r e l y  b a sed  upon th o  p u re  co n ce p ts  *& ioh *&q th o
uii.l. v e r s a l  u n d e rs ta n d in g ,w h ic h  a r e  th e  u n iv e r s a l  c o n d it io n s  o f
 ^^  0ou r know ledge o f n a tu r e ,  —e ^ e n d ly ,- p r a c t i c a l  Judgm ents w hich 
a r e  b a se d  upon a p r i o r i  c o n cep ts  o f k e aso n .
(1 ) K ant does n o t  a c tu a l ly  s t a t e  i t  hero, b u t  i t  i s  im p o r ta n t 
to  n o te  t h a t  a cc o rd in g  to  h i s  d o c t r in e  a n  p r a c t i c a l  ju d g ­
m ents a r e  a  p r i o r i  judgm ents b a se d  upon a p r i o r i  c o n c e p ts  o f  
freed o m . He does n o t s p e c i a l l y  m en tion  t h i s  b e c a u se  i n
t h i s  p a ssa g e  h e  i s  concerned  w ith  a _ p r io r i_ c o g n i t iv e  judgm ents 
a lo n e ,  namely (a )  a_j2£ i£ £ i  t h e o r e t i c a l  judgm ents b a sed  upon 
a p r i o r i  c o n cep ts  o f  n a tu r e  and (b )  a p r i o r i  p r a c t i c a l  judg­
ments b ased  anon a  p r i o r i  co n ce p ts  o f freedom .
f
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I t  i s  n o t d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  how c o g n i t iv e  judgm ents 
may c la im  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y ,  once th e  u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y
/ . V . . - ,  /-H.
and  n e c e s s i t y  o f  th e  c o n c e p ts  on w hich  th e y  r e s t  oan^-he e s ta b ­
l i s h e d ^  i t  i s  e a sy  to  s e e  why th e  judgm ents w hich  make u se  o f 
t h e s e  c o n c e p ts  a r e  n e c e s s a ry  and  u n i v e r s a l ly  v a l i d .  B ut i t
seem s v e ry  d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  hov; a  judgm ent w hich  does
f\M
n o t  make u se  o f any  e o n c e p tsAcan  l a y  c la im  to  any k in d '-o f  
u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  end n e c e s s i t y .  A judgm ent o f  t a s t e  i s
HvfrJ i /
a lw ays a  s i n g u l a r  judgm en t. The s u b je c t  -whoHLaya I t - down-d o es
vf( i.-.tf.i-vt'
n o t com pare th e  o b je c t  w ith  any e th e r  o b je c t^  - f^eert- i s  a s s e r te d  
by th e  s u b je c t  w hich  l ays--dew n-the--judgnent i s  m ere ly  t h a t  th e  
fo rn j /  o f  t h e  o b je c t  • h ie h  i t  r e p r e s e n ts  t o  i t s e l f  makes i t  
become aw are o f a  s p e c i f i c  s t a t e  o f  mind which i t  presum es would 
n e c e s s a r i l y  be  th e  same in  e v e ry  o th e r  s u b je c t  w hich w ould 
r e p r e s e n t  th e  same o b je c t  to  i t s e l f .  rj.'ho c u r io u s  f a c t  i s  t h a t  
u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  i s  a t t r i b u t e d  to  a  s in g u la r  judgm ent}4rr&* a 
judgm ent w hich i s  made in d e p e n d e n tly  o f  concept s .  J  A n o th e r r e -  
m ark ab le  th in g  i s  t h a t  when we lay -dow n- a  judgm ent o f t a s t e ,  v;e
tefc A^Xc (-, rfjr^/
do n o t ta k e  any acco u n t o f  e t h e r  pe o p le d  judgm ents -whic h -may
t-jLSfic. tXs ^ Zf; n «&*■../ '-fLj fat* ' f a f a  il j
jjav'o b o e n -mude p r ov io u o ly ---ti»-<>ur; o v / n - I # - w e  made o u r judgments, 
dep en d en t on o th e r  p e o p le ’s  op in ionsw e  co u ld  n e v e r  a s c r ib e  any
n e c e s s i ty  to  44r. V/e co u ld  f in d  ou t i n  t h a t  way w hat th in g s  a r e
k  J  -tt.ci.
g e n e r a l l y  found  b e a u t i f u l ,  £-ueh-c judgm ent h o --ev e r  w hich would
Vo tz-j
be b a se d  "on a  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  -no tes and i n t e r r o g a t i o n  o f  o th e r s  
a s  to  what s o r t  o f s e n s a t io n s  th e y  e x p e rie n c e "  ( C .o f  J .  2 8 1 ) ,
w ould  b e 'a n  e m p ir ic a l  and n o t an  a  p r i o r i  ju d g m en t. A j udgment
1+ifv.iA
o f  t a o to  -j g -a n  a  p r i o r i  j u d g m e n t a l *  c la im s  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y
sLe%-M
aaA-^fae-gtapaage f a c t  l -s- t h a t - i * base^  t h i s  c la im  "upon an
8 3 ? .
a u to n o n y  o f  th o  s u b je c t  p a s s in g  judgm ent on th e  f e e l i n g  o f  
p le a s u r e  ( i n  th e  g iv e n  r e p r e s e n ta t io n ^ u p o n  h i s  own t a s t e j  
and y e t  i s  a l s o  n o t t o  ho d e r iv e d  fro m  c o n c e p ts ."  (C .o f  J . 2 8 3 ^ )  
iVe s e e  t h a t  a  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  i s  a s  r e g a rd s  i t s  l o g i c a l  
c h a ra c te r^ fu n d a m e n ta l ly  d i f f e r e n t  from  e v e ry  o th e r  ju d g m en t. 
’T o r ,  f i r s t ,  i t  h as  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  a  p r i o r i , y e t  w ith o u t 
h a v in g  a  l o g i c a l  u n i v e r s a l i t y  a c c o rd in g  t o  c o n c e p ts ,  h u t  o n ly  
th o  u n i v e r s a l i t y  o f a  s i n g u l a r  judgm en t. Se c o n d ly , i t  h as  a  
n e c e s s i t y  (w hich m ust in v a r i a b ly  r e s t  upon a  p r i o r i  g ro u n d s ) ,  
b u t  one w hich depends upon no a  p r i o r i  p ro o fs  by  th e  r e p r e s e n ­
t a t i o n  o f  w hich i t  would b e  com peten t to  e n fd ro e  t h e  a s s e n t  
w hich th e  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  demands o f  e v e ry o n e .” ( C .o f  J .„»281t)ra
The d e d u c tio n  o f  th e  judgm ents o f  t a s t e  w i l l  have  to
cisuzJi
-oo n eom  -Ifrg e lf  w ith  th e  q u e s t io n  as t o  hov; judgm ents w h ich  
p o s s e s s  su ch  p e c u l ia r  l o g i c a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a r e  p o s s ib l e .
But b e fo re  p ro c e e d in g  to  th e  d e d u c tio n  we have once m ore t o  
b r in g  o u t and  i l l u s t r a t e  w i th  th e  h e lp  o f exam ples th e  two 
l o g i c a l  p e c u l i a r i t i e s  i m p l i c i t  i n  o u r judgm ents o f t a s t e .
S e c t io n  32 ,
•v-
The f i r s t  p e c u l i a r i t i e s  o f  th e  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  i s  a s  
f o l lo w s .  "The judgm ent o f  t a s t e  d e te rm in e s  i t s  o b je c t  i n  
r e s p e c t  o f d e l ig h t  ’(a s  a  th in g  o f b e a u ty )  w ith  a c la im  t o  th e  
ag reem ent o f ev ery o n e , j u s t  a s i f  i t  w ere o b j e c t iv e ."  ( C .o f j . 
28L)#} We have se en  t h a t  a c la im  t o  u n iv e r sa l v a l i d i t y  i s  
im p lie d  i n  every  Judgment o f  t a s t e .  T h is  i s  t h e ro a o en th a t
we sn e ak  o f  th e  b e a u t i f u l  as  i f  i t  w ere a  p ro p e r ty  o f  th e
as -J u-
o b j e c t .  We express our judgm ent i a - t n o  -fora  o f  a  l o g i c a l
/ •
ju d g m e n t. I'o ta k e  an  exam ple: we s a y ,  S h is  f lo w e r  i s
feel
■ b e a u tifu l ,  i . e ^  we sp e a k  o f i t s  "beauty as i f  4 t  w e re  an  o b je c ­
t i v e  q u a l i t y .  S h a t t h e r e  i s  su c h  an  o b je c t iv e  e lem en t 
p r e s e n t  i n  e v e ry  judgm ent ab o u t th o  b e a u t i f u l  becom es obvious
when we compare i t  w i th  our Judgm ents ab o u t th e  p l e a s a n t .  -44*
C^d. fee c-(
.be—a u i I e b ru e r l l ia I  Vie may sa y  o f t h e  came f lo w e r  t h a t  i t  i s  
- th a t
p l e a s a n t .  B utX in d o in g  so  we do n o t  r e g a rd  p le a s a n tn e s s  as
-  heI ^ n o t e x p e c t o th e r s  t o  a g rd e  w ith  u s .  V7e sh o u ld  n o t p r o t e s t  
a t  a l l  i f  a n o th e r  p e rso n  o b je c te d  to  o u r judgm ent and  a sk ed
't
u s t o  fo rm u la te ^ in  a d i f f e r e n t  m anner. :.7e sh o u ld  h av e  no 
o b je c t io n  i f  someone made us sa y : T h e  f l o  e r  p le a s e s  us^ i n ­
s t e a d  o f  s a y in g :  I t  i s  p l e a s a n t .  h i s  r a i s e s  a  d i f f i c u l t y
r e g a rd in g  th e  judgm ents a b o u t b e a u ty . I t  seem s a s  i f  i t  w ere 
n e c e s s a ry  to  r e g a rd  b e a u ty  as a  p ro p e r ty  o f  th e  o b je c t  "w hich 
does n o t a d a p t i t s e l f  to  th e  d i v e r s i t y  o f h ead s  and  th e  
i n d iv id u a l  s e n s e s  o f  th e  m u lt i tu d e  b u t t o  w hich th e y  must 
a d a p t th em se lv es  i f  th e y  s s  Judgment upon i t . "
( C .o f  i s  how o v er :ru ite  e a ; "  t o  shew t h a t  t h i s  f l s | a l s ^
im p o s s ib le ^   j^or we c a l l  a th in g  b e a u t i f u l  f o r  no o th e r  r e a s o n
th a n  t h a t  i t  g iv e s  us p le a s u r e .  B eau ty  c a n n o t p o s s ib ly  be 
a t t r i b u t e d  to  th e  o b je c t  a s  o u ch . We s e e  w hat th e  d i f f i c u l t y  
i s :  we fo rB iu la te  o u r judgm ents o f  t a s t e  a s  i f  th e y  were l o g i c a l
ju d g m e n ts , and on th e  o th e r  hand  th e  p r e d ic a te  o f our judgm ent 
i s  d e v o id  o f  a l l  m oaning u n le s s  i t  i s  r e f e r r e d  to  th o  in d iv id u a l
p e rs o n  who nal:es i t ,
(Vfo-w fV-4 . Us* T-ix' Cm-P
He who makefc an  a e s th e t i c  judgm ent -gr ound s i t  o n -h is  own
l U*  Cv f
i n d iv id u a l  p le a s u r e .  How th e n  can  -he r e g a rd  -fete Judgm ent as -4nr- 
-any_«ay as u n iv e r s a l ly  v a l id ?  " B e s id e s , every  judgm ent w hich 
i s  to  show th e  t a s t e  o f  th e  in d iv id u a l^  i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  b e  an  
in d ep e n d en t Judgment o f th e  in d i  i t o t  h im s e l f ."  (C .o f  J .  282.)
When we c a l l  a  th in g  b e a u t i f u l  we do n o t and can n o t, 
c o n s u l t  o th e r  p e o p le , f o r  ifnw e d id  we co u ld  n e v e r  th in k  o f  
o u r judgm ent a s  a  n e c e s s a ry  a  p r i o r i  ju d g m en t. We sh o u ld  
make a  m e re ly  e m p ir ic a l  ju d g m en t,w h ich  would a ta te  w hat i n  
m ost c a s e s ,p e rh a p s  even in  e v e ry  c a s e , a c t u a l l y  ta k e s  p la c e ,  
b u t  n o t w hat in  e v e ry  case  ough t to  ta k e  p la c e .  I t  i s  
d i f f i c u l t  to  u n d e rs ta n d  how we can f i r s t  fo rm u la te  o u r ju d g ­
m ents a b o u t b e a u ty  a s  i f  th e y  were o b je c t iv e  judgm en ts, and 
th en  b e l ie v e  t h a t  we a re  j u s t i f i e d  in  d o in g  so f o r  th e  v e ry  
re a so n  t h a t  w ith o u t  c o n s u l t in g  p th e r  p eo p le  we r e l y  e n t i r e l y  
upon o u r own s u b je c t iv e  f e e l i n g s .  We do n o t  a llo w  o u r s e lv e s  
to  be d is su a d e d  from  o u r ju d g m en t. We behave a s  i f  i t  were 
b ased  upon o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p ts ,a s  i f  we co u ld  p rove  t h a t  we
were r i g h t  and everyone e l s e  w rong. We f e e l  th e  o b je c t  to  be
p u re ly
b e a u t i f u l , a n d , r e l y i n g  upon n o th in g  b u t  t h i s As u b je c t iv e  f e e l ­
in g ,  we demand t h a t  everyone  e l s e  sh o u ld  f e e l  a s  we do .
S e c tio n  33 .
"P ro o fs  a re  o f  no a v a i l  w h a tev er f o r  d e te rm in in g  th e  
judgm ent o f t a s t e . "  (C .o f  1 . 2 8 4 .)  T h is  i s  th e  second 
p e c u l i a r i t y  o f judgm en ts o f  t a s t e .  I t  i n d ic a t e s  more th an
a n y th in g  e l s e  t h e i r  c h a r a c te r  a s  s u b je c t iv e  ju d g m e n ts . A f te r  
w hat has been s a id  i t  i s  e a sy  to  show why a e s t h e t i c  judgm en ts 
a re  in c a p a b le  o f b e in g  made v a l id  by p r o o f s .  We have seen  
t h a t  when we judge  a th in g  to  be b e a u t i f u l ,  we do n o t take  
any acco u n t o f the  judgm ents o f o t h e r s ,b u t  r e l y  sim p ly  upon 
our own f e e l in g s .  L o g ica l judgm en ts a re  o f an e n t i r e l y  
d i f f e r e n t  k in d .  Wd can make o th e r s  a g ree  w ith  a  lo g ic a l  
ju d g m e n t,fo r  we may be a b le  to  p rove  t e  the*  th a t we a re
r i g h t  an a  th e y  a r e  w ro n g . The t r u t h  of l o g i c a l  
judgm ents i s  in d ep e n d en t o f  t h e  s u b jo e t  -o f  th e  judgme n t .  They 
a r e  u n i v e r s a l ly  v a l i d  and n e c e s s a r y ^ ^ - t h e y  h o ld  f o r  ev ery  
s u b je c t*  i~yOi th e y  a re —ob j e c t i v e . V/e c a n  e n fo rc e  our ju d g ­
m ent upon o th e rs  p ^ f re n s  by p ro v in g  to  them  t h a t  th e  p ro p e r ty
w hich  v/e a s c r ib e  t o  th e  o b je c t  r e a l l y  b e lo n g s  t o  i t  and  te~ bho  
y  TUy J
other-per& ons-'-niro exam ine o u r p ro o f  and f i n d  t im t  i t  -is- l o g i c a l l y
sound  v / i l l  a g re e  w ith  u s .
^ M u l t a n / , ' '  n*x fl-rfCZ-u'v, /j Tiv-ife
4£M-s—I s  -rru i -ca s e; of  a n  s /e s th atle-^&i&tg.-
sr^rdri -ss/ynry h e  i l l u s t r a t e i ^ b y  a n  ex am p le . l e t  us assum e t h a t
som eone -doos not — a poem t h a t -h o  r -os f e  b e a u t i f u l  on th e
■J
g ro u n d  t h a t  i t  does n o t g iv e  him p l e a s u r e .  However many p e o p le  
may d is a g re e  w ith  h im , h e  c an n o t change h i s  o p in io n  ab o u t i t .
cc-cl-msh tf
lie v / i l l  a b id e  by h i s  judgement oven i f  o th e r s  ad d u ce^Aa l l  s o r t s
o f  r u l e s  l a i d  down by  th e  m ost c e le b r a te d  c r i t i c s no
may b e g in  to  h a rb o u r  doub ts as t o  w h e th e r he  h as c u l t i v a t e d  h i s
SiJ-
t a s t e  s u f f i c i e n t l y .  vnd-yot u n le s s  th e  poem g iv e s  him p le a s u r e  
h e  canno t c a l l  i t  b e a u t i f u l .  _ t h e r  p e o p le ’ s judgm ents c a n n o t
L i s < v \  n /  j * \  c /  / u  t  i t /  *
cdruriTonfSl'S’ ■Judgm e n t . Tho-apirroVaI'''o2r'“' o'fh’e rs
"The judgm ent o f  o th e r s ,  w here u n fa v o u ra b le  t o  o u r s ,  may, 
no d o u b t, r i g h t l y  make us s u s p ic io u s  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  o u r  own, b u t 
c o n v in c e  us t h a t  i t  i3  wrong i t  n e v e r  c a n . Hence th e r e  i s  no 
e m p ir ic a l  ground o f  p ro o f  t h a t  c an  c o e rc e  anyone’ s judgm ents 
o f t a s t e . "  (C .o f  J . , 284t)/T)
ft<SL.\e-
H e ith e r  t h a n  a re ^ a  p r i o r i  p r o o f s .  T h ere  a r e  no o b je c t iv e  
p ro o fs  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  b e a u ty . " I  ta k e  my s ta n d  on th e  g round  
t h a t  my judgm ent i s  to  bo ono o f  ta s te ^ a n d  n o t one o f u n d e r­
s ta n d in g  o r  R easo n ."  (C. o* A »» 28*U£)
u / f Z  y /
ICant sa y s  t h a t  t h i s  :c u ld  a p p e a r  t o  h e  one o f t h e  c h i e f  
r e a s o n s  why t h e  f a c u l t y  o f a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent h a s  "been g iv e n  
t h e  name o f  " t a s t e ” ( Geschm ack). "F o r a  man may re c o u n t 
to  me a l l  th e  in g r e d ie n ts  o f  a d i s h ,  and o b se rv e  o f  each  ana  
e v e ry  one o f  them  t h a t  i t  i s  j u s t  w hat I  l i k e ,  an d , i n  a d d i t i o n ,  
r i g h t l y  commend th e  w holesom eness o f t h e  fo o d ; y e t  I  am d e a f  
to  a l l  th o s e  a rg u m e n ts . I  t r y  t h e  d is h  w i th  my own to n g u e  
and  p a l a t e ,  an d  I  p a ss  judgm ent a c c o rd in g  to  t h e i r  v e r d i c t  
I n o t  a c c o rd in g  to  u n iv e r s a l  p r i n c i p l e s ) . 1' (C .o f  J . , 2 8 5 ^
Thus i t  seem s as i f  o u r judgm ents c f  t a s t e  w ore m ere ly  
-o b je c t iv e  judgm ents dependen t e n t i r e l y  on th e  p e r s o n a l  t a s t e  
o f  th e  in d iv id u a l  -person-w ho p ro nou nces i t .  As a  m a t te r  of 
f a c t ,  a s  h as o f te n  been  s t a t e d  b e f o r e ,  a  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  i s  
a lw ays a  s in g u la r  judgm ent. I t  i s  a  judgm ent a b o u t a  p a r t i c u -
h.^cUL
1 - r  o b je c t  l a i -d ■dew-n -by a  p a r t i c u l a r  p e rs o n . I t - d e e s  tak e s  no
°racco u n t w h a tev e r e i t h e r  o f  o th e r  p e rso n s or; o th e r  o b j e c t s .  I t
faf ^  7o
i s  o f  c o u rs e  p o s s ib le  t h a t  we -o?m  com pare s e v e r a l  s i n g u la r  
a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents and  make a  u n iv e r s a l  judgm ent ou t o f  them . 
F o r  in s ta n c e  we may s a y :  A l l  t u l i p s  a r e  b e a u t ifu l^ b e c a u s e  we
h av e  fo u n d  t h a t  e v e ry  t u l i p  wo have  s e e n  so  f a r  h as  g iv e n  us 
p le a s u r e  and as a  r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  b e e n  ju d g ed  b e a u t i f u l .  But 
su ch  a  judgm ent i s  c l e a r l y  no lo n g e r  a n  a e s t h e t i c  b u t a  l o g i c a l  
ju d g m en t. A judgm ent o f t a s t e  as h as b een  s t a t e d  a g a in  and 
a g a i n j i s  co n cern ed  w i th  a  p a r t i c u l a r  o b je c t  and  w ith  th e  f e e l i n g  
o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  p e rso n  ab o u t i t  and n o th in g  e ls e ,- )  Ac*.—
O ’But i t  i s  o n ly  th e  judgm ent w hereby I  re g a rd  a n  in d iv id u a l  
g iv e n  t u l i p  as b e a u t i f u l ,  i . e .  r e g a rd  my d e l i g h t  i n  i t  a s  o f 
u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y ,  t h a t  i s  a judgm ent o f  t a s t e . "  (C .o f  j . 285.) 
What i s  so  s t r a n g e  ab o u t a judgm ent o f  t a s t e  i s  t h a t  a lth o u g h
54-3.
S u /
i t  i s  m e re ly  .o b j e c t iv e ,  i ^ e ^  e n t i r e l y  dep en d en t on th e  f e e l i n g  
o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  p e rs o n  a b o u t a  p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t ,  i t  l a y s  
c la im  t o  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  f o r  ev ery  p e r s o n .  I t  does so
v a s  u n re s e rv e d ly  a s  i t  would i f  i t  w ore a n  o b je c t iv e  Judgm ent 
r e s t i n g  on g rounds o f  c o g n i t io n  an d  c a p a b le  o f b e in g  p ro v ed  
to  d e m o n s tra t io n ."  ( C .o f  J . 285^
S e c tio n  5 5 .
Wo h av e  se en  a g a in  and a g a in  t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een
l o g i c a l  a n d  a e s t h e t i c  J u d g a e n t j is  t h a t  t h e  l a t t e r  do n o t  make
u se  0^ 5 c o n c e p ts .  How e s s e n t i a l  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  may be  se en
fro m  th e  f a c t  t h a t ,  a s  has b een  shown i n  t h e  C r i t iq u e  of  P u re
R eason ( s e e  ab o v e , ) ,  a l o g i c a l  Judgm ent depends o n tird L y
on th e  u n iv e r s a l  c o n ce p ts  o f th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g , I t  h as  b e e n
p ro v ed  t h a t  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  p ro v id e s  t h e  human mind w ith
c e r t a i n  n e c e s sa ry  u n iv e r s a l  r u l e s I n t u i t i o n  p ro v id e s  i t
w ith  p a r t i c u l a r s ^  ^ I t -  i e  t h e  f a c u l t y  of Judgm ent e n a b le s
us t o  r e l a t e  p a r t i c u la r s  and u n iv e r s a ls  t o  one a n o th e r ,  t o  s u b -
to
sume a  p a r t i c u l a r  ca se  under a  u n iv e r s a l  r u le j and  thus^ a r r i v e  
a t  an  o b j e c t iv e ly  n e c e s s a ry  and  u n iv e r s a l ly  v a l i d  Judgm ent 
( l o g i c a l  Judgm ent). -®ew\Vo hc-vo l e a r n t  t h a t  a e s t h e t i c  Judg­
m ents do n o t employ any c o n c e p ts  a t  a l l  and a r e  t h e r e f o r e  
in c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  p ro v e d . But v/e have a l s o  s e e n  t h a t  t h e  two 
k in d s  o f  Judgm ents ( a e s th e t i c  and  l o g i c a l  Judgm ents) a g re e  on 
one p o i n t .  They b o th  l a y  c la im  t o  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  and n e c ­
e s s i t y  w ith  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  t h a t  th e  u n i v e r s a l i t y  c la im ed  by
l o g i c a l  Judgm ents, i s  o b je c t iv e . . th a t  c la im ed  by a e s t h e t i c  Judg-
jV U h
m ents s u b j e c t iv e .  -5for* What i s  th e  s u b je c t iv e  c o n d i t io n  o f  a l l
-tv&i.y Oc !
Judgm ents J ^ I t  i s  t h e  Judging  f a c u l t y  i t s e l f .  The f a c u l t y  o f 
Judgm ent as h as been  p o in te d  ou t s e v e r a l  t im e s  b e fo r e  i s  n o t  an  
in d ep e n d en t f a c u l t y  o f  th e  m ind, - t t  n e v e r  does more th a n ^ r e la to  
two o th e r  f a c u l t i e s  o f  th e  mind to  one a n o th e r .  I n  th e  c a se
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o f  a  l o g i c a l  ju d g m en t- i t  b r in g s  a b o u t a  d e te rm in a te  r e l a t i o n  
betv /een  th e  im a g in a tio n  and th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g .
I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  in  th e  case  o f a m ere ly  s u b je c t iv e  o r 
a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent th e  f a c u l ty  o f Judgm ent c an n o t b r in g  a b o u t 
such  a  d e te rm in a te  r e l a t i o n  betw een  im a g in a t io n  and u n d e rs ta n d in g .  
In  m aking such  a  judgm ent th e  s u b je c t  does n o t  know o f  any 
d e f i n i t e  r e l a t i o n  betv/een th e  p a r t i c u l a r s  fciven to  i t  and u n iv e rs a l  
r u l e s .  We m ere ly  f e e l  t h a t  th e r e  e x i s t s  some such r e l a t i o n ,  
and we ju d g e  an o b je c t  b e a u t i f u l  on th e  ground t h a t  i n  r e p r e s e n t ­
in g  i t  to  o u r s e lv e s  we become aware o f  a  harmony o f  o u r f a c u l t i e s  
o f r e p r e s e n ta t io n ( im a g in a t io n  and u n d e r s ta n d in g ) .  In  th e  case
h-. f'i ■' /•
o f  a  l o g i c a l  ju d g m en t^ th e  f a c u l ty  o f  Judgem ent i s  p ro v id e d ^ w ith  
p a r t i c u l a r s  fciven in  i n t u i t i o n  and s y n th e t i s e d  by the  im a g in a tio n  
on th e  one—hara^ a n d ^ u n iv e rs a l  r u l e s  p roduced  by th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g „ 
^ n —th e—o t h e r . Judgm ent does n o th in g  b u t  subsume the  g iv e n
p a r t i c u l a r s  u n d er th e  u n iv e r s a l  c o n c e p ts .  B u t ,a s  we have se en  
tim e and a g a in , th e r e  e x i s t s  y e t  a n o th e r  k in d  o f J u d g m e n t ,d i f f e r e n t  
from  d e te rm in a n t Judgm ent(w hich we em ploy f o r  th e  m aking o f  
o b je c t iv e  ju d g m e n ts ) , n a m e ly ,r e f le c t iv e  Judgm ent. R e f le c t iv e  
Judgm ent does n o t r e l a t e  im a g in a tio n  and u n d e rs ta n d in g  i n  a 
d e te rm in a te  m anner. I t  does n o t  subsume th e  i n t u i t i o n s  w hich 
have been  s y n th e t i s e d  by th e  im a g in a tio n  under g iv en  u n iv e r s a l  
c o n c e p ts .  l £  i s  concerned  w ith  an i n d e f i n i t e  r e l a t i o n  betw een  
im a g in a tio n  and u n d e rs ta n d in g ,a n d j in  a p p ly in g  i t s  p r in c ip le ^  th e r e  
i s  no assu m p tio n  t h a t  th e  g ib e n  m an ifo ld  i s  d e te rm in ed  by d e f i n i t e  
c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g . A l l  t h a t  i s  assum ed i s  t h a t  th e re  
i s  some r e f e r e n c e  to  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and i t s  p r i n c i p l e  e f  u n i ty .
"B at th e  judgm ent o f t a s t e  i s  n o t d e te rm in a b le  by means a£ 
c o n c e p ts .  Henoq^. i t  c a n [o n ly jh a v a  i t s  g r o u n d 'in  th e  s u b je c t iv e  
fo rm a l  c o n d i t io n  o f  a  judgm ent i n  g e n e r a l .  The s u b je c t iv e  
c o n d i t io n  o f  a l l  judgm ents i s  th e  ju d g in g  f a c u l t y  i t s e l f ,  o r 
Judgm en t. Sfciployed i n  r e s p e c t  o f  a r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  v,'hereby an  
o b je c t  i s  g iv e n ,  t h i s  r e q u i r e s  th e  harm onious a c c o rd a n c e  o f  tw o 
pow ers o f r e p r e s e n ta t i o n .  T hese  a r e ,  th e  im a g in a t io n  ( f o r  th e  
i n t u i t i o n  and th e  a rran g em en t o f  th e  m a n ifo ld  o f  i n t u i t i o n )  and 
t h e  u n d er s ta n d in g  ( f o r  th e  co n cep t a s  a  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  th e  
u n i ty  o f  t h i s  a r ra n g e m e n t) . Bow, s in c e  no co n cep t o f  th e  o b je c t  
u n d e r l i e s  th e  judgm ent h e r e ,  i t  can  c o n s i s t  o n ly  i n  t h e  subsump­
t i o n  o f  th e  im a g in a tio n  i t s e l f  ( i n  th e  c a se  o f  a  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  
w hereby an  o b je c t  i s  g iv e n )  u n d er th e  c o n d itio n s ; e n -b l in g  th e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  i n  g e n e ra l  to  advance  from  th e  i n t u i t i o n  to  co n ­
c e p t s .  T hat i s  t o  s a y ,  s in c e  th e  freedom  o f  th e  im a g in a t io n  
c o n s i s t s  p r e c i s e ly  i n  th e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  s c h e m a tis e s  w ith o u t a  
c o n c e p t ,  th e  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  must found upon a m ere s e n s a t io n  
o f  th e  m u tu a lly  q u ic k e n in g  a c t i v i t y  o f  th e  im a g in a tio n  i n  i t s
freed o m , and o f th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  w ith  i t s  c o n fo rm ity  t o  la w . I t
m ust th e r e f o r e  r e s t  upon a  f e e l i n g  t h a t  a llo w s  th e  o b je c t  t o  be 
e s t im a te d  by th e  p u rp o s i enoss o f  th e  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  (by w hich 
a n  o b je c t  i s  g iv en ) f o r  th e  fu r th e r a n c e  o f  th e  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  
i n  t h e i r  f r e e  p la y .  T a s te ,  th e n ,  a s  a  s u b je c t iv e  power o f  ju d g ­
m en t, c o n ta in s  e. p r i n c i p l e  o f  su b su m p tio n , n o t o f i n tu i t io n ?  under
c o n c e p ts , b u t o f th e  f a c u l ty  o f  i n t u i t i o n s  o r  p re s e n ta tio n s ^ -
(D a rs te llw n g e n )  th e  im a g in a t io n , under th e  f a c u l t y  o f  con ­
c e p t s ,  i . e .  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g , so  f a r  as th e  fo rm er i n  i t s  freedom  
a c c o rd s  w i th  th e  l a t t e r  i n  i t s  c o n fo rm ity  t o la w ."  ( C . o f  J . .2 8 7 . )
(1 )  H aving d e a l t  w ith  a lm o st every  p o in t  o f  t h i s  argum ent b e fo r e ,  
I  may r e f e r  to  my p re v io u s  d iscu ssio n s* , s e e  ab o v e ,
l L t - b
S e c t i o n  3 6 .
I n  t h e  p re c e d in g  s e c t io n s  we -e -o » e ^ rs 9 ^ -e « r» « lv « s -w i^  th e  
l o g i c a l  p e c u l i a r i t i e s  o f th e  Judgm ents o f  t a s t e .  We had  4 e » e  
so  "because th e  d e d u c tio n  o f th e s e  Judgm ents w h ic h  v/11'1" exam ine
©f—tes-ire w i l l  have to  u se  as i t s  g u id in g  p r i n c i p l e  t h e i r  l o g i c a l  
fo rm . I n  f a c t ,  i t  w i l l  "be co n ce rn ed  w ith  n o th in g  e l s e ,
"For th e  d is c o v e ry  o f t h i s  t i t l e  "by means o f  a  d e d u c tio n  
o f  Judgm ents o f  t a s t e ,  we can  o n ly  a v a i l  o u r s e lv e s  o f  th e  g u id ­
a n c e  o f  th e  fo rm a l p e c u l i a r i t i e s  o f  Judgm ents o f t h i s  h in d ,  
an d  c o n se q u e n tly  th e  mere c o n s id e r a t io n  o f  t h e i r  l o g i c a l  fo rm ."  
( C .o f  J . . 28-^71
B e f o r e p r o c e e d i n g  to  th e  d e d u c tio n  i t  i s  n e c e s s a ry  
t o  "be q u i te  c l e a r  a s  t o  th e  tc s lc  wh ic h  wo-h a v o "before u s .  V/e 
have  to  s t a t e  frUi-bo o l e a r ly  w hat th e  p rob lem  o f  a  d e d u c tio n  o f
Ad­
judgm ent s o f t a s t e - i s e x a c t l y  dre we mean by d e d u c tio n  of
r .  7 ^  &uUc/-.f-.v *
a  Judgm ent? ,/ffe- re m in d -o u rse lv e s  -bhtr t  i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  cf P u re  
R eason-wo^havo fre on concer n ed w ith  a d e d u c tio n  o f  th e  co n ce p ts  
on w hich o u r «—p r i e r i  c o g n i t iv e  Judgm ents a r e  b a se d ,—-bhe -ea t e -  
g u r l oa of  ■ -thff-Trmfn r -"tr-n nI n g i '<te—reinember t te r t  Xb lias b e e n  shown
0\\J~
t h a t  a l l  -eut- knowledge of o b je c ts  depends on two f a c u l t i e s  of 
t h e  m ind, nam ely , i n t u i t i o n  and u n d e rs ta n d in g . The C r i t i q u e  o f  
P u re  R eason lias succeeded  i n  e s t a b l i s l i in g  th e  o b je c t iv e  v a l i d i t y  
and  n e c e s s i ty  of th e  co n ce p ts  of th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g .)  tfh-y - d id  wo-
/^iuee^©d--inr-’prcnring - th a t th e  -e n m e p te  - ^ f -  •t-he -un4erstftnd4ng--are
\  o b te c t l 'v e ly  V S l i d  a n d  n e c e s sa ry ?  F-o r  - no -ot h er - r e ag cm-“t h an -t-h a t
c^ 9 rf.Cf'A »S  U^ c‘ ^ 9  frtx
rc?"-aro/,n e e e ssa ry  c o n d it io n s  o f e x p e r ie n c e .
'» U*.
Bvery Judgmaut abou t ob jec ts^  whether i t  - t r  an em p irica l o r  an_a_ 
p r io r i  Judgment, depends on the  a p r io r i  concepts of th e  under­
s ta n d in g . They a re  a p r i o r i  necessary, beoause they  a re  conditt ons
o f  t h e  m a n ifo ld  o f  i n t u i t i o n s  b e in g  u n ite d , i n  one c o n s c io u s n e s s , 
(S ee  a b o v e , Q q
"To fo rm  a  c o g n i t iv e  Judgment we may im m e d ia te ly  c o n n ec t
w i th  t h e  p e r c e p t io n  o f  a n  o b je c t  th e  c o n ce p t o f  a n  o b je c t  i n  
g e n e r a l ,  th e  e m p ir ic a l  p r e d ic a te s  o f  w hich a r o  c o n ta in e d  in  
t h a t  p e r c e p t io n .  I n  t h i s  w--y a  Judgment o f e x p e r ie n c e  i s  
p ro d u c e d . How t h i s  Judgm ent r e s t s  on th e  fo u n d a t io n  o f  a p r i o r i  
c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  s y n t h e t i c a l  u n i ty  o f  th e  m an ifo ld  o f  i n t u i t i o n  
e n a b lin g  i t  to  bo th o u g h t a s  th e  d e te rm in a t io n  o f  an  o b j e c t .
T h ese  c o n c e p ts  ( th e  c a t e g o r i e s )  c a l l  f o r  a  d e d u c tio n , and  such  
was s u p p lie d  i n  t h e  C r i t iq u e  o f P u r^R eason . T hat d e d u c tio n  
e n ab led  us to  s o lv e  th e  p ro b lem , How a r e  s y n t h e t i c a l  a  p r i o r i  
c o g n i t iv e  Judgm ents p o s s ib le ?  T h is  prob lem  h a d , a c c o rd in g ly ,  
t o  do w i th  th e  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  P u re  u n d e rs ta n d in g  end 
i t s  t h e o r e t i c a l  Judgm en ts ."  ( C. o f J . ,  287 , 288$]?)
T hat th e  d e d u c tio n  of Judgm ents o f t a s t e  v / i l l  have to  
fo l lo w  an  a l t o g e t h e r  d i f f e r e n t  p r i n c i p le  i s  o bv ious from  th e  
f a c t  t h a t  th e l - r  Judgm ents a r e  n o t  b ased  upon any o b je c t iv e  con ­
c e p t s .  The Judgm ents a r e  n o t concerned  w i th  o b je c ts  a s such  
b u t  o n ly  w ith  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  s u b je c t .  . .h a t(^ is /e x a c t ly )  
t h e  a s s e r t i o n  made by a  Judgment o f  t a s t e ?  -.That do we mean when 
wo s a y :  T h is th in g  i s  b e a u t i f u l  o r u g ly ?  I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  
w hat i s  im p lie d  i n  su ch  a  judgm ent i s  t h a t  th o  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  
o f  t h e  o b je c t  e x c i te s  a  f e e l i n g  o f  p le a s u r e  o r  p a in  i n  th e  s u b ­
j e c t  w hich pronounces th e  Judgm ent. What i s  a s s e r t e d  i n  i t  i s  
t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  c o n n e c tio n  betw een  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  a n  o b je c t
/  j v ' C 1 c l
a n d  a  s u b je c t iv e  f e e l i n g .  '  H w ^ th e ro  a r e  o th e r  Judgm ents a s  w e ll  
i n  w hich  th e  s a m i s  e x p re s s e d , nam ely , our Judg ­
ments about th e  p le a s a n t .  When we Judge a th in g  t o  b e  p le a sa n t
TiC:
v/e -a lso  p re su p p o se  t h a t  th e r e  i s  a  c o n n e c tio n  betw een^ r e p r e s e n ­
t a t i o n  o f th e  o b je c t  and  a  s u b je c t iv e  f e e l i n g .  The e s s e n t i a l
d i f f e r e n c e  be tw eon  th e  tvjo judgm ents i s  t h a t  when v/e a s s e r t
cl /Ucf £
4Mat a  t h in g  ^ ls  p le a s a n t  we do n o t a t t r i b u t e  any n e c e s s i t y  t o  
t h i s  ,  v/e m ere ly  s t a t e  t h a t  i t  e x i s t s  i n  o u r s e lv o s .
But v/e -do i n  no way demand t h a t  a n o th e r  ^ e r s  on sh o u ld  ta k e  th e  
same p le a s u r e  i n  th e  o b je c t .
•ifow $ s  h as o f t e n  b e e n  p o in te d  o u t ,  su ch  a  c la im  to  n e c e s ­
s i t y  and  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  i s  i m p l i c i t  i n  our judgm ents o f  
t a s t e .  I t  f o l lo w s  t h a t  judgm ents o f  t a s t e  r e q u i r e  a  d e d u c t io n .
S Ltr~0
The t a s k  o f  t h i s  d e d u c tio n  i s  to -knew  how a  s u b je c t iv e  Judgm ent 
c a n  l a y  c la im  to  n e c e s s i t y .  How can  wo p re su p p o se  t h a t  th e  
p le a s u r e  w hich we talce i n  a  g iv e n  o b je c t  m ust n e c e s s a r i l y  be 
f e l t  by everyone e l s e ?
«Wo may a ls o  pu t th e  prob lem  i n  t h i s  way: how i s  a  ju d g ­
m ent p o s s ib l e  w h ich , g o in g  m ere ly  upon th e  in d iv id u a l* s  own f e e l ­
in g  of p le a s u re  i n  an  o b je c t  in d ep e n d en t o f th e  co n cep t o f  i t ,  
e s t im a te s  t h i s  as  a p le a s u r e  a t ta c h e d  to  th e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  
th e  same o b je c t  i n  ev ery  o th e r  in d iv id u a l ,  and  does so  a  p r i o r i ,  
i . e .  w ith o u t b e in g  a llo w ed  to  w a it  and s e e  i f  o th e r  p e o p le  w i l l  
b e  of th e  same mind?" (C .o f  J . ,  288$0
The fundam en ta l problem  o f t h e  C r i t iq u e  o f  P u re  Heaaon w as: 
How a r e  s y n th e t ic  a jo r io r i  judgm ents p o s s ib l e ,  i . e . how o re  ju d g -
ments p o s s i b l e  t h e  p r e d ic a te  o f  w h i c h  i s  not V ir tu a l ly  co n ta in ed  
u,. - kt hTH A /w  U~.
in  i t s  s u b j e c t A& ^ - t h e t —w ^ noed- do- no-m ere-ithan mor o ly—oa tr a c t  ■ i t
g - th u “l a  L trei'\ As r e g a rd s  Judgm ents
o f  t a s t e  w i th  w hich we a r e  h e re  c o n c e rn e d , i t  i s  e a s i l y  shown 
t h a t  th e y  a r e  s ym pathet i c i-n o t a n a l y t i c ^  Judgm onts. F o r  t h a t  
t h e i r  p r e d ic a te  (th e  p lea su re  connected  4*t th e  r e p r e se n ta t io n  of
t h e  o b j e c t )  i s  n o t i m p l i c i t  i n  th e  c o n ce p t o f  t h e  o b j e c t ,4 e  
s e l f * e v i dent-. For When v/e a s s o r t  th a t  v/e ta k e  p le a s u r e  i n  
t h e  o b je c t ,  v/e do so  w ith o u t b e in g  i n  th e  l e a s t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n
e e p t .  I t  i s  e q u a l ly  c le a r  t h a t  th e  judgm ent o f  t a s t e - g i v e s  
beyond  th e  i n t u i t i o n  o f t h e  o b je c t  w hich i s  ju d g e d . I n t u i t i o n  
i s  a n  e lem en t o f  knov/ledge. I t  e n a b le s  us to  know w hat t h e  
•in& uihivo q u a l i t i e s  o f  an  o b je c t  a r e .  A judgm ent o f  t a s t e  on 
t h e  o th e r  hand jo in s  a s  p r e d ic a te  t o  o u r i n t u i t i o n  o f  t h e  o b je c t  
som eth ing  t h a t  has n o th in g  w h a tev e r t o  do w ith  t h e  o b j e c t ,  'F orty.
a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  i n  i n t u i t i n g  th e  o b je c t  v/e f e e l  p le a s u r e  we
The p rob lem  t o  b e  so lv e d  i s :  How a r e  su c h  a  p r i o r i  s y n -
t h e t i c  judgm ents ?
" I t  i s  easy  to  s e e  t h a t  judgm ents o f  t a s t e  a r e  s y n t h e t i c ,  
f o r  th e y  go beyond th e  co n cep t and  even th e  i n t u i t i o n  o f  th e  
o b j e c t ,  and  j o i n  as p r e d ic a te  to  t h a t  i n t u i t i o n  so m e th in g  w hich 
i s  n o t even a c o g n i t io n  a t  a l l ,  n am ely , th e  f e e l i n g  o f  p le a su re  
( o r  p a i n ) .  B u t, a lth o u g h  th e  p r e d ic a te  ( th e  p e r s o n a l  p lea su re  
t h a t  i s  co n n ec ted  w ith  th e  r e p r e s e n ta t io n )  i s  e m p i r ic a l ,  s t i l l  
v/e need n o t go f u r t h e r  th a n  what i s  in v o lv e d  in  th e  e x p re ss  io n s  
o f  t h e i r  c la im  to  s e e  t h a t ,  so  f a r  a s  co n ce rn s t h e  agreem ent 
r e q u i r e d  o f  everyone., th ey  a r e  a  p r i o r i  ju d g m en ts , o r  mean to
pass f o r  su ch . T his problem o f the C ritiq u e  o f  Judgment, th e r e ­
f o r e ,  i s  part of th e  g en era l problem o f  tra n sc en d e n ta l p h ilo sop h y;  
How a re  s y n th e t ic  a  p r io r i  judgments p o ss ib le ? "  ( C»of J . .  2 8 8 , 289.)
know ing v/hat th e  o b je c t  i t s e l f ,  i . e ^ i r r e s p e c t i v e  o f any c o n
A o--v v.«_* 0-x.^ SLf
c o n n ec t our i n t u i t i o n  o f i t  w ith  so m eth in g  t h a t  io  --en f r l ro ly - J
s.Jr
t o  th e  o b j e c t ,  v i z . our own f o o l in g  o f  p l e a s u r e .
2 f O.
S e c t i o n  3 7 .
In th i s  s e c tio n , which Is headed "What e x a c tly  It Is th a t
I s  a s s e r t e d  a  p r i o r i  o f an  o b je c t  In  a judgm ent o f  t a s t e " ,  K ant 
m ere ly  r e p e a t s  th in g s  w hich have  beoa s t a t e d  b e fo re , and w ith  
w h ic h  I  have  d e a l t  on s e v e r a l  o c c a s io n s .  He s t a t e s  once more 
t h a t  t h e  s y n th e s i s  o f  a  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  a n  o b je c t  w i th  p l e a ­
s u r e  can  n e v e r  he known a  p r i o r i . A judgm ent w hich  d e te rm in e s  
su c h  a  co n n ex io n  betw een r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  and  p le a s u r e  i s  an
e m p ir ic a l  judgm en t, t;About t h i s  s e e  above The o n ly
o w l
c o n n e x io n  be tw een  a  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n - e f  a  f o o l in g  w hich c a n  be
/'o/vi'U W
d e te rm in e d  a p r i o r i  i s ^ th e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  th e  m ora l law  and
t h e  f e e l in g ;  o f  r e s p e c t  f o r  t h e  m oral law  (S e e  abovo  <JjT) F o r
t h e  a  p r i o r i  d e te rm in a tio n  o f  t h i s  f e e l i n g ,  how ever, v/e c a n
" r e l y  upon th e  b a s i s  o f  an  a _ p rio r i_  p r i n c i p l e  i n  Reason " $C .o f  J
Kv(r/-mjL
289QtO M oreover, th e  aeMwrl f e e l in g  i s ,  s t r i c t l y  speaking, 
Ad-en t i c a l - wlt h - suad a  mere consequence  o f  th e  d e te rm in a t io n  o f 
t h e  w i l l .  T h e re fo re  i t  ec.zmot b e  com pared w ith  th e  fe e lin g -  o f  
p le a s u r e  w ith  w hich judgm ents o f  t a s t e  a r e  co n ce rn e d  (See above
t h
M oral f e e l i n g  r e q u i r e s  a  d e te rm in a te  co n cep t o f  a  law ,
"w hereas th e  p le a s u re  i n  t a s t e  h as t o  be c o n n e c te d  im m ed ia te ly
foA.lt-r
w ith  th e  s im p le  e s t im a te  fe4ve«-to any c o n c e p t ,"  (C .o f  J . ,  2 8 9 ^  
(S ee  above,
F o r  th e  same re a s o n  a l l  judgm ents o f  t a s t e  a r e  s in g u la r
cL^Jo.a,  ^ e--
ju d g m en ts : -For- th e y  u n i te  th e  p r e d ic a te  o f  -suoh a o o n e o p t-bu t
o ^ i ^ - ^ 'j^ e m n lr lc a l  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  (£ee ab o v e , ^T)
Why Kant rep ea ts  a l l  th e s e  th in g s  becomes c le a r  from th e  l a s t  
paragraph  o f our se c tio n . He wants to  emphasize once more th a t  
th e  p le a su re  which i s  f e l t  in  th e  b e a u t i fu l  o b jec t can never be 
determ ined* a  p r i o r i .  I t  i s  by experience th a t  we f in d  out
>
what o b je c ts  g ive  as p le a su re . What th e  Deduct ion  v / i l l  have 
to  concern  i t s e l f  w ith  i s  n o t th e  T>leasure o f which we speak 
when v/e cp.11 a th in g  b e a u t i f u l .  I t  i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  we a t t r i ­
b u te  u n iv e rsa l v a l id i ty  to  our p lea su re  which a lone  in d ic a te s  
th a t  v/e r e f e r  our Judgment to  an a p r io r i  p r in c ip le .  The prob­
lem to  be so lved  i s :  Are v/e J u s t i f i e d  in  a t t r i b u t in g  u n iv e rs a l  
v a l id i t y  and n ec e ss ity  to  our p le a su re  in  th e  b e a u t i f u l  o r a re  
v/e no t?
"Hence, in  a  Judgment o f  t a s t e ,  w hat i s  re p re se n te d  a, 
p r i o r i  a s  a u n iv e rsa l ru le  f o r  th e  Judgment and as v a l id  fo r  
everyone, i s  not th e  p lea su re  but th e  u n iv e rsa l v a l id i t y  o f th i s  
p le a su re  r e c e iv e d ,  as i t  i s ,  to  be combined in  th e  mind w ith 
th e  mere es tim ate  of an o b je c t .  A Judgment to  the  e f f e c t  th a t  
i t  i s  w ith  p leasu re  th a t  I  perce ive  and es tim a te  some o b je c t i s  
an  em pirica l Judgment. But i f  i t  a s s e r ta  th a t  I  th in k  th e  
o b je c t b e a u t i f u l ,  i . e .  th a t  I  may a t t r i b u t e  th a t  d e l ig h t  to  
everyone a s  n ecessary , i t  i s  then  an  a p r io r i  Judgment." (C .o f  
J , ,
Section  58 .
In  th is  s e c tio n  we f in d  th e  deduction  of Judgments of t a s t e .  
lCant*s argument may be paraphrased  as fo llo w s. I t  has beax 
shown that-,-eur ploaeui'O In  t h e b e a u tifu l  1-b- q plaaoare - ln t he
——-------------------=> w<t
rn ro  forr. uP  tfe- Judge an o b je c t to  be b e a u tifu l
. u/e
w hen^representing i t  to  ourselves makes-trs conscious of a h a r ­
monious r e la t io n  of our co g n itiv e  f a c u l t ie s  (im ag ina tion  and 
u nd erstan d in g ). I t  I s th e  fa c u lty  o f Judgment and i t s  p r in c ip le
o f r e f le c t io n  whioh enables us to  become aware o f t h i s .  Judg-
CW'X.
ment r e la te s  im agination w ith  th e  understanding  to  one ano ther 
without use of any d efin ite  concept. i t  is  an e n t i r e ly
in d e te r m in a te  r e l a t i o n  o f t h e  two f a c u l t i e s  in  w hich  we ta k e  
p l e a s u r e .  On th e  o th e r  hand o u r judgm ent i s  J u s t  a s  in d o p en -
o b je e t  w h ich  g iv e s  us p l e a s u r e .  We a r e  i n  no way i n t e r e s t e d  
i n  know ing w hat th e  o b je c t  i s .  I I e i th e r  do we t a k e  p le a s u r e  i n  i t s  
s e n s ib l e  p r o p e r t i e s .  She Judgm ent i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  fro m  
o u r  Judgm ent ab o u t th e  p le a s a n t  (Judgm ents o f  s e n s e ) .  I t  i s  a 
Judgm ent o f r e f l e c t i o n .  We p o s s e s s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  a e s t h e t i c  
r e f l e x i o n ,  1 ,o .^ a  f a c u l t y  o f becom ing aw are o f  a  harm ony o f  
t h e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  th e  mind w hich a r e  t h e  c o n d i t io n s  o f  Im owledge 
i n  g e n e r a l .  V/e c a l l  a n  o b je c t  b e a u t i f u l  b e ca u se  i t  makes us 
f e e l  t h i s  harm ony, v/e have shown t h a t  o u r p le a s u r e  i n  th e
o b je c t  a r i s e s  i t s  s u b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv e n e ss  f o r  th e  f a c u l t y
o f  Judgm ent. V/e ta k e  p le a s u re  i n  t h e  o b je c t  o n ly  b e c a u se  i t s  
r e p r e s e n ta t io n  b r in g s  th e  s u b je c t iv e  c o n d it io n s  o f  know ledge i n  
g e n e r a l  in to  a  harm onious r e l a t i o n .
ICant*s argum ent goes on a s  f o l lo w s .  we a r e  e n t i t l e d  to  
p re su p p o se  t h a t  t h e  a cco rd an ce  o f  a  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  w i th  th e se  
c o n d i t io n s  o f th e  f a c u l ty  o f Judgm ent w i l l  be  t h e  same i n  a l l
a  p r i o r i  f o r  e v ery o n e ,
" I n  o th e r  w o rd s , we a r e  w a r ra n te d  i n  e x a c t in g  from  overyono 
th e  p le a e u ro  o r  s u b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv e n o ss  o f  th e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  
i n  r e s p e c t  o f t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  th e  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  engaged 
i n  t h e  e s t im a te  o f a  s e n s ib le  o b je c t  in  g e n e r a l ."  ( C .pf j . 29q}-* 
V/hat i s  so  s t r a n g e  abou t t h i s  s o - o a l le d  deduction  f o r  which 
Knnt has p re p a re d  us from  Section  30 onwards i s  no t so  much t h a t
i t  i  • •    4-’- 4-
t  i s  t h e  more c o n te m p la tio n  o f  th e
men and  t h a t  th e r e f o r e  -they m ust adm it o f b e in g  assum ed v a l i d
Kant expects th e  re ad e r  to  understand  h is  terms^ th a t  he
*
fcoJ~ t\.< zL/Jli!
expoo'ts - u s , f o r  in s tan ce ,/r te  f in d  no d i f f i c u l t y  i n  und erstan d in g
what he nenns by expressions l ik e  " s u b je c t iv e  purposivenese in
re s p e c t  of th e  r e l a t io n  of th e  co g n itiv e  f a c u l t i e s " ,  e tc .  jfo r
-<//W  ' 5
a l l  t h i s  has been explained  so o f te n  th a t  Kant can proettppo ro
H-o Tk>
t h a t  -vre understand v.'hat he means. But i t  i s  v ery  s tran g e  th a t  
Kant f a i l s  to  pu t forw ard v/hat is  r e a l ly  th e  main p o in t o f  h is  
argum ent. Unless he had to ld  us b e fo re  we shou ld  f in d  i t  
im possib le  to  understand  on what grounds he b e liev e s  th a t  th e  
s u b je c tiv e  co n d itio n s  o f Judgment in  g e n e ra l must n e c e s s a r i ly  
be supposed to  be th e  . sane in  a l l  men. We de- understand  
t h i s  only because Kant has to ld  us in  th e  "A naly tic  of th e  
B eau tifu l"  th a t  s in c e  f o r  th e  sake of th e  com m unicability of 
o b je c tiv e  knowledge i t  i s  n ecessary  th a t  de term inate  r e la t io n s  
between im agination  and th e  understanding  should b e  th e  same 
& suAf*# i t  fo llo w s th a t  th e i r  inde term ina te  r e l a t io n  i s  a lso  
id e n t ic a l  in  every  human bei
g rcm th is  agwln l -t  may be in fm i cJ uhat a e s th e t ic  Judg­
ments may r ig h t ly  claim  u n iv e rsa l v a l i d i t y . ^  I t  i s  t r u e  th a t  
Iv an k in  a no te on page 290)j;ouches upon th is  p o in ts ' H is words 
a r e ,  " In  order to  be J u s t i f ie d  in  claim ing u n iv e rs a l  agreement 
f o r  an  a e s th e t ic  Judgment^merel^ r e s t in g  on} su b je c tiv e  grounds 
i t  i s  s u f f ic ie n t  to  assume* (1 ) th a t  th e  su b je c tiv e  co n d itio n s 
o f th i s  fa c u lty  of a e s th e tic  Judgment a re  id e n t ic a l  w4+h a l l  
men in  what concerns th e  r e la t io n  o f th e  c o g n itiv e  f a c u l t i e s ,  
th e r e  brought in to  a c t io n , w ith  a  view to  a co g n itio n  in  
g e n e ra l. This must be t r u e ,  as o therw ise men w ould b e  in -  
oapable o f communicating th e i r  r e p re s e n ta t io n s , o r  even t h e i r  
knowledge," ( C .o f J ,» 290, Uote^ }/7)
I  th in k  no one w il l  deny th a t  i t  would be alm ost im possib le
t o  u n d e rs ta n d  t h i s  u h le s s  Kant had  e x p la in e d  i t  b e f o r e ,  e s p e c ­
i a l l y  i n  v iew  o f  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  m ost im p o r ta n t  p o in t  o f  
t h e  a rgum en t i s  c o n ta in e d  i n  th e  l a s t  f  ew w ords ( " o r  even  t h e i r
know ledge" * und s e l l ) a t  da s  i&vfeenntnis) ,
CAv/'t-CvW-i.t MJ
I  may m e n tio n  t h a t  what I  am c r i t l f r i n g  h e r e  i s  ICant1 s 
m anner o f  e x p o s i t io n .  I t  seems to  me beyond  a l l  p o s s i b i l i t y
o f  d o u b t t h a t  so  f a r  th e  d o c t r in e  i s  c o n ce rn e d  th e  " d e d u c tio n "  
tU  A
i s  i n  s t r i c t e s t  a cc o rd a n c e  w i th  w hat has been  s a id  b e f o r e ^ - in
t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  -Judgment and a l s o  w ith  th e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s
o f  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h ilo s o p h y .
I  w i l l  now v-roceed w i th  my e x p o s i t io n .  The c h a p te r  on th e  
"D e d u c tio n '1 i s  fo llo w e d  by a  s e c t io n  headed "R em arJ^^  i n  w hich 
K ant makes a  few I n t e r e s t i n g  o b s e rv a t io n s  a b o u t i t .  Ee p o in ts  
c u t  t h a t  t h e  r e a s o n  whynd e d u c tio n  o f  Judgm ents o f  t a s t e  i s  so 
e a sy  i n  com parison  w i th  th e  d e d u c tio n  o f  t h e  c a te g o r i e s  i s  t h a t  
i t  does n o t  have  t o  j u s t i f y  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  a  c o n c e p t, -g-on a  / j
c-v^ d
judgm ent o f  t a s t e  i s  n o t a  c o g n i t iv e  judgm ent^ ^  -to e s t a b l i s h  
i t s  v a l i d i t y  we need  do no more th a n  show t h a t  v/e a r e  j u s t i f i e d  
i n  p re su p p o s in g  t h a t  th e  same s u b je c t iv e  c o n d it io n s  o f  Judgm ent 
e x i s t  i n  e v e ry  ju d g in g  s u b je c t .
ia  th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r
Judgm ent o f  t a s t e  i s / ( th 6t - t he p a r t i c u l a r  c a se
eabe-umed \zt ±h  th e  u n iv e r s a l  r u l e .  T h is  o f  c o u rs e  p r e s e n t s  a
d i f f i c u l t y  which does n o t i n  th e  same way a f f e c t  a  l o g i c a l
th e  p a r t i c u l a r  in s ta n c e  under d e f i n i t e  u n iv e rsa l concepts^w here­
as in  th e  case o f an a e s th e t ic  judgment we subaime i t  under an
Item arl^ .
7r*frT v.. i
judgm en t. - S w l n  th e  c a se  o f  a  l o g i c a l  judgm ent we subsume
j r f
Andeffe rm ina te  s u b je c t iv e  r u l e  ( th e  harm ony o f  Im a g in a tio n  and
u n d e rs ta n d in g )  w hich  c an n o t he th o u g h t h u t  m ere ly  f e l t ,  I t  i s  
c l e a r  t h a t  a s  a consequence  o f  t h i s  t h e  su b su m p tio n  may e a s i l y  
p ro v e  f a l l a c i o u s . rre may e a s i l y  he  l e d  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  a
p a r t i c u l a r  o b je c t  f u l f i l s  th e  c o n d i t io n s  o f th e  r u l o ^ M e h  i n
iT
f a c t^ d o e s  n o t  do s o ,  i t  h a s  t o  be n o te d  how ever t h a t  J u s t  a s  
t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  and u n c e r t a in ty  c o n c e rn in g  su b su m p tio n  o f  a
J *
p a r t i c u l a r  c a se  u n d er t h e  l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  docs %.n n o % iy  " '/  
a f f e c t  t h e  l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  a s  s u c h , so  t h e  same d i f f i c u l t y  
how ever g r e a t  i t  may be dees n o t  a f f e c t  t h e  a e s t h e t i c  p r i n c i p l e
^/vinh p-ur.^   .....   ^
413r-^fctofc-te- aee-umed ■i n- t h a t - a  p a r t  ic u le .r  has
■ ■ / \
b een  subsumed c o r r e c t l y ,  v.-e c m  c o u n t upon u n iv e r s a l  ag reem en t . 
t c - o « r  Judgment . The p r i n c i p l e  upon w hich a e s t h e t i c  Judgm ents 
r e s t  i s  t h a t  an  in d iv id u a l  p e rs o n  who Judges an  o b je d t  t o  be 
b e a u t i f u l  i s  J u s t i f i e d  i n  r e f e r r i n g  to  a  u n iv e r s a l  in d e te rm in a te  
s u b je c t iv e  r u l e  which i s  v a l i d  f o r  a l l  Ju d g in g  s u b j e c t s .
S e c t io n  3 9 .
The problem d is c u s s e d  i n  t h i s  s e c t io n  i s  t h e  problem of
(hth e  c o ru a u n ic a b il i ty  o f  a  s e n s a t io n .  T h ere  i s  h a r d ly  a n y th in g  
i n  i t  t h a t  h as  n o t been  s a i d  b e f o r e .  And y e t  i t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  
b e c a u se  K ant s t a t e s  h i s  c a se  more c l e a r l y  th a n  anyw here e l s e ,
AxwtS
H is  argum ent 4e a s  fo llo w s  .
g y -sen s s it i -en -we- nay---uttde*'otr.n d --bfae - f r-cu lt y  o f  yagtro lvi a g
oono-i b l e tiugjhi-ti-ea-gof--eb-J'Oet o . S e n s a t io n  would be u n iv e r s a l ly
com m unicable on  c o ^ -i t ie n - - th a t  we ..e re  e n t i t l e d  t o  assum e t h a t  
fa  qt- ^  J 7  1
ev ery o n e  h as a l i -k -e-*-■ <nin «--t^ ---o u r -~emi. T h is however c a n n o t be
a llo w e d . V/e a r e  i n  no way e n t i t l e d  to  suppose  t h a t  o rg a n ic
s e n s a t io n  i s  i d e n t i c a l  i n  a l l  man, i t  depends on th e  se n se
^  C~k ta . iv-c, ^  Aua Ay'-w ^
o rg a n s  o f  t h e  in d iv id u a l  and  i t  i s  q u i t e  im p o s s ib le  t o  su p u o se  
t h a t  th e  im p re s s io n  one p e rs o n  r e c e iv e s  fro m  an  o b je c t  i s  
e x a c t ly  th e  same a s  t h a t  o f  a n o th o rfce rso n . To I l l u s t r a t e  t h i sI
b.y a n  exam ple . \'Je c an n o t com m unicate t o  a  '-e re o n  who ic  lo -  
p r iv o d  -in one o f  th o  3011se s  th e  n a tu r e  o f  th e  im p re s s io n s  w hich 
v;e r e c e iv e  from  th e  o b je c ts  o f  t h i s  sense . But oven i f  th e re  
i s  no su ch  d e f i c i e n c y  i f  f o r  in s ta n c e  th o ro  a r e  two p e rs o n s  
p o s s e s s e d  o f  th e  sa n se  o f  s m e l l ,  tho;? can  n o v er be  s u r e  w h e th e r 
t h e  s e n s a t io n  they r e c e iv e  from  th e  same o b je c t  i s  p r e c i s e l y  th e  
same i n  b o th  o f  them .
fJr-f c a n  Tve assum e t h a t  th o  f e e l i n g  o f  p l e a s a n t ­
n e s s  and u n p le a s a n tn e s s  sh o u ld  be i d e n t i c a l  i n  d i f f e r e n t  i n -  
d iv id u a l s .  m o th e r  th e y  f e e l  a  th in g  to  bo p le a s a n t  o r  do n o t
/fvftt'.v i v M i A t^ /u A *  _
depends e n t i r e l y  011 t h e  n a tu r e - o f - th e  in d -i v i d u a l . I n  r e s p e c t  
o f  p le a s a n tn e s s  and u n p le a s a n tn e s s ,  'h e  rainrl o f  th e  i n d iv id u a l  
i s  e n t i r e l y  p a s s iv e .  C e r ta in  o b je c ts  g iv e  p le a s u re  to  c e r t a i n
p e rso n s and do n o t  g iv e  i t  t o  o th e r s .  T h e re fo re  i t  i s  q u i t s
O. j-.
im p o ss ib le  t o  c la im  t h a t  %-hrc f e e l in g  o f  p le a s a n tn e s s  o r  u n p le a s ­
a n tn e s s  sh o u ld  be acknow ledged by ev ery o n e . \lo 0 0 0  a one a t  io n  
i n  th e  tw o- s a w o  .ju n t--m en tioned i s  not~unlg«c»ft3A y•
How th e r e  i s  y e t  a n o th e r  k in d  o f  p l e a s u r e ,  nam ely th o  d e ­
l i g h t  w hich i s  ta k e n  i n  an  a c t io n  on acco u n t o f  i t s  b e in g  a
^  A) fa /
m o ra l a c t io n .  T h is  p le a s u r e  o f b n i ^ - ~cT>iaMuuio.atod';— Yhr
C\.-~
- f e i  e v e r y
■.irtrnij i t  h as  however been  sh o rn  i n  s e v e r a l  p la c e s  ( s e e
’ ['fce.
above ) t h a t  t h i s  f e e l i n g  fy io ra l f e e l i n g )  i s  an  Im m ediate 
consequence  o f  our c o n sc io u sn ess  o f th e  m ora l law . Ye c a n  
d e te rm in e  i t  by means o f  c o n ce p ts  o f  R eason . And t h i s  i s  th e  
r e a s o n  i t  1 b  u n iv e r sa lly  communicable. " I t , t h e r e f o r e J
a d m its  of communication on ly  th ro u g h  th e  in s tr u m e n ta lity  o f  
R eason a n d , I f  th e  p leasu re  i s  to  bo o f  th e  same k ind  fo r  e v e r y  
one by means of very  determ inate p r a o t ic a l  con cep ts o f Reason."  
(C .o f  J . ,  2 9 2 ^
F u r t h e r ,  i n  th e  "A n a ly tic  o f  th o  S ub lim e" i t  h as  b een  shown 
t h a t  o u r p le a s u re  i n  th e  su b lim e  may a ls o  c la im  u n iv e r s a l  
v a l i d i t y  and  c o n n u r d e a b i l i ty ,  But wo h av e  a ls o  soon  t h a t ,  
i n  o rd e r  t o  a s c r ib e  t h i s  to  i t  via have t o  r e f e r  t o  th e  m o ra l 
f o u n d a t io n  o f  human n a tu r e .  We have t o  p re su p p o se  t h a t  ev e ry  
m o ra l b e in g  v / i l l  ta k e  p le a s u r e  i n  i t s  becom ing c o n sc io u s  o f  
i t s  m ora l d e s t i n a t i o n .  Wo ro e  t h a t  via a r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  demand 
t h a t  ev ery o n e  v / i l l  ta k e  th e  same ?> lcasure i n  th o  s u b lim e , " b u t 
v/e c a n  do so  o n ly  th ro u g h  th e  m o ra l law  v/hich i n  i t s  tu r n  
r e s t s  upon c o n c e p ts  o f  R easo n ,"  (C .o f  J . . 292^r\
The o n ly  k in d  o f  s e n s a t io n  v/hich i s  u n iv e r s a l ly  communi­
c a b le  i s  th e  p le a s u ro  i n  th e  b e a u t i f u l .  I t  i s  n e i t h e r  p u r e ly  
sen su o u s l i k e  th o  p le a s u r e  i n  th o  p le a s a n t  (jnLeasure o f m ere 
en jo y m en t) . R er i s  i t  r e f e r r e d  to  d e te rm in a te  c o n c e p ts  l i k e  
t h e  p le a s u ro  i n  th e  good ( p le a s u r e  o f  a n  a c t i v i t y  a c c o rd in g  to  
la w ) .
i ( M'f
^fro»  i s  i t  i n d i r e c t l y  r e f e r r e d  t o  c o n c e p ts  o f R eason  l i k e
t h e  p le a s u re  i n  th o  sub lim e  (K ant r iv e s  t h i s  p le a s u r e  th e  name
L*.<t
o f  a  r a t i o n a l i s i n g  c o n te m p la tio n  a c c o rd in g  t o  I d e a s )  (Qt t r t  d o r 
v e m u e n f te ln d e n  Kon to m p la tlo n  nach  I d e on ) ,  i t  i s  a  p le a s u r e  
o f  mere c o n te m p la tio n , v/hich does n o t  r e s t  upon any o b je c t iv e  
p r i n c i p l e ,  \  A ccord ing  to  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e s  o rd in a ry
a p p re h e n s io n  o f an  o b je c t  depends on two s u b je c t iv e  c o n d i t io n s ,
tea
tw o f a c u l t i e s  o f th e  m ind, nam ely im a g in a t io n  ( f a c u l t y  o f  i n -
(O ^
t u i t i o n )  and u n d e rs ta n d in g  ( f a c u l ty  o f  c o n c e p ts ) .  The connex ­
io n  o f  th o s e  two f a c u l t i e s  i s  b ro u g h t a b o u t by th e  f a c u l t y  o f 
Judgm ent. (S ee  above B ut w hereas i n  th e  c a se  o f  an
e m p ir ic a l  c o g n it io n  th e  f a c u l ty  o f  Judgm ent r o l a t ns -t h y tw o
nVfe T i \Mp Cl
fe e -^ q tie e  t o  o n d -e n o th e r  by subsum ing p a r t i c u l a r  i n t u i t i o n s  u n d er
Q-) P roperly  s p e a k i n g , im agination i s  a  fa c u lty  of sy n th e tis in g  
in tu i t io n s .  Kant c a l ls  i t  here the f a c u l ty  of in tu i t io n  to 
d is t in g u is h  i t  from the in te l le c tu a l  fa c u ltie s (u n d e ra ta n d in g , 
Judgment and R eason). As im agination i s  the only fa c u lty  of the 
mind which i s  immediately re fe rre d  to sensuous 4 n tu i t i o n . i t  may 
in  a loose sense be ca lle d  a fa c u lty  of in tu i t io n .
d e te r m in a te  c o n c e p ts  -^ t th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  i t  ta k o s  g p .i te a
u ~  c ^ j j  '.c, h tn+ f &x*i-A_t/i\rJ,i. o - * < ■ J ' j f  . / • • ■ - j
d i f f e r e n t  c o u rs e ,  "d n -^ /h ^ ^ ee-t-ho t ie -  iaode
" I t s  f u n c t io n s  a r e  d i r e c te d  . . . . •  m e re ly  t o  p e r c e iv in g  th e  
adequacy  o f  th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  f o r  e n c a s in g  b o th  f a c u l t i e s  o f 
know ledge i n  t h e i r  freedom  i n  a n  harm onious (s u b j  a c t iv e ly  
p u r p o s iv e ) em ploym ent, i . e .  to  f o e l i n s  w ith  p le a s u r e  t h e  su b ­
j e c t i v e  b e a r in g s  o f  th o  r e p r e s e n ta t io n "  ( den  Y o r s te l ln n g s z u s ta n d  
m it l u s t  zu  em p fin d en ). ( C . of J . ,  2 9 8 ).;
V/e may a s c r ib e  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  and c o m m u n ic a b ility  to  
th e  p le a s u r e  i n  th e  b e a u t i f u l  b e c a u se  i t  r e s t s  upon th e  same 
c o n d i t io n s  a s  th o  most o rd in a ry  e m p ir ic a l  c o g n i t io n .  V/e m erely 
su p p o se  t h a t  th e  in d e te rm in a te  r e l a t i o n  o f  th e  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l ­
t i e s  p ro d u ces  a  s p e c i f i c  k in d  o f  p le a s u r e  and m a n if e s ts  i t s e l f  
i n  th e  same way i n  ev ery  s u b j e c t .  I f  wo a r e  c e r t a i n  t h a t  our 
judgm ent i s  a  judgm ent o f r e f l e s t i o n ,  i . e . a  p u re  judgm ent o f
t a s t e  v/e c a l l  th in g s  b e a u t i f u l  on no o th e r  g ro u n d  yf
“"T an
th a n  t h a t  t h e i r  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  makes us aw are o f / in d e te r m in a te
harm onious r e l a t i o n  o f o u r c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s ,  v/e a r e  e n t i t l e d  
t o  im pute  our p le a s u re  to  ever; one e l s e .
"T h is  p le a s u re  must o f  n e c e s s i ty  depend f o r  e v e ry o n e  upon 
th e  some c o n d i t io n s ,  s e e in g  t h a t  th e y  a re  t h e  s u b je c t iv e  con ­
d i t i o n s  o f  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f a  c o g n i t io n  in  g e n e r a l ,  and th e  
p r o p o r t io n  of th e s e  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  v/hich i s  r e q u i s i t e  f o r  
t a s t e  i s  r e q u i s i t e  a l s o  f o r  o rd in a ry  sound  u n d e rs ta n d in g , th e  
p re s e n c e  o f  w hich we a re  e n t i t l e d  t o  p re su p p o se  i n  e v e ry o n e . And, 
f o r  t h i s  r e a s o n  a l s o ,  one who ju d g es v /i th  t a s t e ,  (p ro v id e d  he 
does n o t  make a  m is ta k e  a s  t o  t h i s  c o n s c io u s n e s s , and  does n o t 
t a k e  th e  m a t te r  f o r  th o  fo rm ^or oharm f o r  b e a u ty )  can im pute 
t h e  su b je c tiv e  purposiveness, i«e* h is  d e lig h t in  th e  o b je c t ,  to
o v e r ; /0210 e l s e ,  and  suppose  h i s  f e e l i n g  u n i v e r s a l l y  communl-  
c a b l e ,  and  t h a t ,  t o o ,  w ith o u t th e  m e d ia t io n  o f  c o n c e p ts ."
Wo s o e ^ th e  r e a s o n  th e  p le a s u r e  i n  th o  b e a u t i f u l  i s
t h e  o n ly  h in d  o f  s e n s a t io n  v/hich i s  u n iv e r s a l ly  ccm m unicable 
i s  t h a t  i t  r e s t s  upon th e  same s u b j e c t iv e  c o n d i t io n s  as o b je c ­
t i v e  know ledge. As has b e e n  p o in te d  o u t s e v e r a l  tim es b e f o r e ,  
u n iv e r s a l  co m m u n ica b llity  im p lie s  t h a t  th e  p le a s u r e  w hich i s  
f e l t  i s  i d e n t i c a l  i n  a l l  ju d g in g  s u b j e c t s .  The p rob lem  of 
t h e  d e d u c tio n  o f a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents y k s : Hov; i s  i t  p o ss ib le
t o  d e te rm in e  a  p r i o r i  t h a t  on th e  o c c a s io n  o f a  c e r t a i n  r e p r e ­
s e n t a t i o n  every  s u b je c t  m ust n e c e s s a r i l y  f e e l  p le a s u r e ?  This
I
p ro b lem  to o  has now b e e n  s o lv e d . The p le a s u r e - o f  th e  b e a u t i ­
f u l  may be d e c la re d  to  be  u n iv e r s a l ly  v a l i d  and u n i v e r s a l l y  
com m unicable by s. p h ilo so p h y  h i  ch. u n l ik e  s c e p t i c a l  p h ilo so p h y
sUu~i U-oj
s e t s  f o r t h  th e  v iew  t h a t  human b e in g s  a r e  c a p a b le  o f -ooapqitei-*- 
-e a tin g  t h e i r  o b je c t iv e  know ledge t o  each  o t h e r .  F o r  t h i s  
p le a s u r e  r e s t s  upon th e  same c o n d it io n s  as know ledge . I t  i s  
r e s u l t  of an agreem ent o f th e  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s . e f - t f e e  
zaZntTT Kant ho.s s t a t e d  i n  S e c t io n  21 o f  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Judg- 
m ent t h a t  on t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p r i n c i p le s  we have  re a s o n  f o r  p r e ­
su p p o s in g  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  a  , "Wo assum e a
common se n se  as t h e  n e c e s sa ry  c o n d i t io n  o f  t h e  u n iv e r s a l  communi- 
c a b i l i t y  o f  our knowledge v/hich i s  p resu p p o sed  b y  ev o ry  lo g ic  
and  ev e ry  p r i n c i p l e  o f knowledge t h a t  i s  n o t one o f  s c e p t ic is m ,"  
( C .o f  J . t
I n  t h e  s e c t io n  w ith v/hich we a r e  h e re  co n ce rn e d  t h i s  i s  
s t a t e d  a g a in . I n  S e c t io n  40 v /ith  v/hich o th e rw is e  w® s h a l l  not 
c o n ce rn  our8«lvesj we f in d  th e  fo llo w in g  paosafe® which^ a lthough
(C .o f  J . t 292 , 2 9 ^ )
3£o
i t  does no t c o n ta in  a n y th in -  new, y e t e x p re s s e s  K an t*s main
"The a p t i t u d e  of. men f o r  com m unicating  t h e i r  th o u g h ts  
r e q u i r e s ,  a l s o ,  a  r e l a t i o n  b e tw ee n  t h e  im a g in a t io n  and  th e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g ,  i n  o rd e r  t o  co n n ec t i n t u i t i o n s  w i th  c o n c e p ts ,  
and  c o n c e p ts ,  i n  t u r n ,  w ith  i n t u i t i o n s ,  w hich  b o th  u n i t e  i n  
c o g n i t io n .  But th e r e  th e  ag reem en t o f  b o th  m en ta l pow ers i s  
a c c o rd in g  to  lav; and under th e  c o n s t r a i n t  o f  d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p ts .  
O nly when th e  im a g in a tio n  i n  i t s  freedom  s t i r s  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g , 
and th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  a p a r t  from  c o n c e p ts  p u ts  t h e  im a g in a t io n  
i n t o  r e g u la r  p la y ,  does th e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  com m unicate 
i t s e l f  n o t  a s  th o u g h t, b u t  as an  i n t e r n a l  f e e l i n g  o f  a  p u rp o s iv e  
s t a t e  o f th e  m ind, T a s te  i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  th o  f a c u l t y  o f  fo rm in g  
a n  a  p r i o r i  e s t im a te  o f th e  e o im n u rie a b ili ty  o f  t h e  f e e l i n g s  
t h a t ,  w ith o u t th e  m e d ia tio n  o f a c o n c e p t,  a r e  c o n n e c te d  w i th  a 
g iv e n  r e p r e s e n ta t io n ,"  ( C . o f  J , ,  8 9 5 , 296^7)
We may now t u r n  t o  K ant*s d o c t r in e  o f  a r t  end th e  a r t i s t  
w h ic h  b e g in s  a t  S e c tio n  4 5 . We s h a l l  s e e  how c lo s e l y  i t  i s  
c o n n ec te d  w ith  h i s  th e o ry  o f a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m en ts .
This s e c tio n  con tains no th ing  but a s e t  of d e f in i t io n s  of 
d i f f e r e n t  kinds o f a r t .  S ince th e  C r it iq u e  o f A esth e tic  Judg- 
mj«+ concerned only w ith  pne p a r t ic u la r  kind of a r t ,  namely
id e a  so c l o a c a  manner th a t  I  may be p e rm itted  to  guote i t
h&re.
S ec tio n  45.
w hat Kant c a l l s  f in e  a r t  ( ae h lo n o .K u n s t) we may d is reg a rd  i t  
and  tu r n  to
S ectio n  4 4 .
’7Ue [*&*** l~°jscheme a r t  th e  main p o in ts of th e  argument s e t  f o r th  i n  
y ip *  a r t  (tohoene Kqnat) muat be d is tin g u ish e d
(X) fSee above )
s c ie n c e  (Wlooogohaf t ) . W hereas th e  b e a u t i f u l  oazrnot be de­
te rm in e d  s c i e n t i f i c a l l y  1 , 0 , . by means o f  p ro o fs^  s c ie n c e  i s  based 
upon  d e f i n i t e  r u l e s  and o b je c t iv e  p r o o f s .  T h e re  can  b e  no su ch  
t i l in g ^  a s  s c i e n t i f i c  a r t  o r  b e a u t i f u l  s c i e n c e .
F u r th e r ,  we h av e  to  d i s t i n g u i s h  b e tw een  two k in d s  o f  a r t ,  
n o n o ly  ( a )  m e c h a n ic a l a r t ,  (b )  a e s th e tic * # . a r t .  I t  i s  o n ly
An c i i> t i
t h e  l a t t e r  w hich h as i n  v iew  n o th in g  b u t  to  prodfee o o b je c ts  v/hich 
w i l l  g iv e  p le a s u r e  t o  th o s e  --.-ho ju d g e  them . A e s th e t ic  a r t  may
b o  d iv id e d  i n t o  p le a s a n t  a r t  an d  f i n e  a r t .  The fo rm e r  p ro d u ces 
t h in g s  w ith  a v iew  to  g iv in g  p le a s a n t  f e e l i n g s  t o  o t h e r s .  Cook*
ctJL,
e ry  f o r  in s ta n c e  may be c e l l e d  a  p le a s a n t  a r t s  F o r  i'te-fe- een-
CtX\iA.:w-w. h  lp*J- kU-f~£c ------------------------------------ 0
c e ^ cd "wi t h  n o th in g  bu t t o  r.r.k n pornoagi^ e n jo y  i t s  p r o d u c t s .  I t  
h as  n ? ro  enjoym ent f o r  I t s  o b j e c t .  P in o  a r t  on th o  o th e r  hand
so e k s  to  p roduce  more th a n  more en joym en t. Wo h av e  se a r . t h a t
w© c a l l  an  o b je c t  b e a u t i f u l  on th e  g ro u n d  t h a t  v/e become con­
s c io u s  o f  a  harm onious r e l a t i o n  o f  our f a c u l t i e s  o f  c o g n i t io n .
The p le a s u r e  v/hich accom panies t h i s  c o n sc io u sn e ss  i s  n o t  a 
p le a s u r e  o f  m ere s e n s a t io n .  I t  i s  a; p le a s u r e  o f  r e f l e c t i o n ,  
"B ut sh o u ld  th e  f e e l i n g  o f  p le a s u r e  be v/hat i t  h a s  Immed­
i a t e l y  i n  v iew  i t  i s  th e n  te rm ed  a e s t h e t i c  a r t .  As su c h  i t  
may b e  e i t h e r  p le a s a n t  o r  f i n e  a r t .  Tho d e s c r i p t io n  * p le a s a n t  
a r t 1 a p p l ie s  w here th e  p u rp o se  o f  th o  a r t  i s  t h a t  th e  p le a s u re  
sh o u ld  accompany th e  r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  c o n s id e re d  a s  mere s e n s a ­
t i o n s ,  th e  d e s c r i p t io n  » f ln e  a r t*  w here i t  i s  to  accompany thorn 
c o n s id e re d  a s  modos o f co g n it i o n . n ( 0 .o f  J «, 30^)
We h av e  seen th a t  our p leasu re  in  th o  b e a u t i f u l  i s  thought 
t o  be u n iv e rsa lly  communicable. I n  fo o lin g  i t  we assume th a t  
i t  ought to  b e  f e l t  by orrery one. (£  ee abovo ^  i t  has a lso  
been exp lained  th a t  we c a l l  an o b jec t b e a u t ifu l  f o r  no o th e r
l & l .
tv' KH /'(//: ".'-p.,
r e a s o n  th a n  th a t^ r e p r e s e n t in g  i t  to  o u r s e lv e s  s s ^ t e r ^ x r  c o n sc io u s  
o f  a  p u rp o s iv e  r e l a t i o n  o f  o u r f a c u l t i e s  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  A l l  
t h i s  h a s  h een  made s u f f i c i e n t l y  c l e a r  and  i t  w i l l  h e  e a sy  to  
u n d e rs ta n d  th e  fo llo w in g  p a s c a l s ,
"F in e  a r t ,  on th e  o th e r  h an d , i s  a  mode o f  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  
w h ich  i s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  p u rp o s iv e , and w h ich , a l th o u g h  d e v o id  o f  
a  p u rp o s e , h a s  th e  e f f e c t  o f  a d v an c in g  th e  c u l t u r e  o f th e  m en ta l 
pow ers i n  th e  i n t e r e s t s  o f s o c i a l  com m unication . The u n iv e r s a l  
communlc a b i l i t y  o f a  p le a s u r e  in v o lv e s  i n  i t s  v e ry  c o n ce p t t h a t  
th e  p le a s u r e  in  h o t one o f  enjoym ent a r i s i n g  ou t o f  m ere s e n s a ­
t i o n ,  b u t must be  one o f  r e f l e c t i o n .  Hence a e s t h e t i c  a r t ,  a s
a r t  w hich i s  b e a u t i f u l ,  i s  one h a v in g  f o r  i t s  s ta n d a r d  th e  r e -
( 1 )
E le c t iv e  Judgm ent and n o t o rg a n ic  s e n s a t i o n ."  ( C .o f  j . .  3 0 6 ^ )
What i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  i n  t h i s  s e c t io n  i s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  Itr.n t1 g 
th e o r y  o f f i n e  a r t  i s  so  o b v io u s ly  e n t i r e l y  dependen t on h i s  
th e o ry  o f  o u r judgm ent abou t th e  b e a u t i f u l .  He i s  c o n v in c ed
ii
t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no o th e r  way to  d e te rm in e  w ha tAth e  n a tu r e  o f  f i n e
0a r t  i . e . a r i  w hich i s  co n cern ed  w ith  th e  p ro d u c t io n  o f  b e a u t i f u l  
o b je c ts  th a n  t o  r e f e r  to  th e  judgm ents a b o u t th e  b e a u t i f u l .  I f  
we a r c  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  what a  b e a u t i f u l  th in g  i s  and how i t  i s  p r o -  
duoea v/e have to  know Aftert a r e  th e  c o n d it io n s  w hich make us ju d g e  
a  th in g  b e a u t i f  u ljk  What th e y  a r e  has boon made c l e a r  i n  th e  
" A n a ly t ic  o f  th e  B e a u t i f u l " ,  The d o c tr in o  o f  a r t  and th e  a r t i s t  
h a s ( i n  ev ery  r e s p e c t . t o  conform ^to  th e  a n a ly s i s  o f  a e s t h e t i c  
ju d g m e n ts . Kant i s  conv inced  o f t h i s .  T h a t h i s  th e o ry  o f  a r t  
and  th e  a r t i s t  i s  i n  every  r e s p e c t  dep en d en t on h i s  a n a ly s i s  ctf 
judgm ents o f  t a s t e  w i l l  become a u i t e  c l e a r  i n  th e  su b seq u e n t
s e c t i o n s .
m  About "u u rp o s iv en e ss  in  S ant  a  p u rp o se" , s e e  ab o v e ,
V^Abmrt th e  b e a u tifu l  as a p re d ic a te  of r e f le c t iv e  judgm ents,
r tv S ^ tf t^ th e ’d is t in c t io n  between th e  p leasan t and the  b e a u t i fu l ,
a v S b e u t  K ant's d is t in c t io n  between ta s te  of r e f le c t io n  and 
t a s t e  of sen se , see above .
Aiwvwt the  problem of u n iv e rsa l com m unicability of our p le a ­
su re  in  the  b e a u t i fu l ,  see above,
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Section 45.
Mo h a r e  seen, t h a t  th e  idea, o f  b e a u ty  a r i s e s  o u t o f  an  
av 'a ro n o ss  o f  a  harm onious r e l a t i o n  o f  th e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  r o p r e s e n -  
t a t i o n ,  a r e l a t i o n  w hich  i s  in d ep e n d en t o f  any c o n c e p t .  T h ere  
a r e  no r u l e s  o f  th o  u n d e rs ta n d in g  w hich  w ould  e x p la in  t o  us 
t h i s  " p u rp o s iv e ” r e l a t i o n .  Tho p u rp o s iv e n o cn  o f  th o  r e p r e s e n ­
t a t i o n  i s  w ith o u t v. pu rpose  and c an n o t he d e te rm in e d  by  c o n - 
c o p ts  o r  r u l e s  (S ee  above,
Prom t h i s  i t  fo llo w s  t h a t  p. w ork o f  a r t  g iv e s  us th e  im -
'j  n.Aix-v) i*,'£[
p r e s s  io n  -as— -it  - hfid n o t b een  c r e a te d  by a  human b e in g  f o r  a
d e f i n i t e  purpose^  ^ I t ^ p p -etypp to  un r,ri i f  I t  rror c^ .a p ro d u c t o f
n a t u r e .  F or i n  o rd e r  to  f i n d  i t  b e a u t i f u l  v;e m ust have  th e
f e e l i n g  t h a t  i t  i s  f r e e  from  th o  c o n s t r a i n t  o f  ruD.es irapeood
upon i t  by a  c o n s c io u s ly  a c t in g  human i n t e l l e c t . I t  seomo to
u n in t  e n t i  o n a l l y , 
u.s a s  i f  th o  p ro d u c t o f f i n e  a r t  w ere p ro d u c e d /a s  i f  i t  j u s t
e x i s t e d .  I n  o rd e r  t o  he  c a p a b le  o f  o n jo y in g  i t  wo nuo tz-u /
o f  any  d e f i n i t e  i n t e n t i o n  on th e  p e r t  o f th o  a r t i s t . F o r  -as (J
c\/A c h  cL o o J - r \  w e e  r
■ uuii Ltfi wn did- t h i s , we sh o u ld ^ co an e  t o  e n jo y  i t  a e s t h e t i c a l l y .
The c o n sc io u sn ess  o f  th e  f r e e  p la y  o f  o u r c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  
w ould n o t ho b ro u g h t a b o u t. Our im a g in a tio n  w ould  ho f  o t t e r e d  by 
d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p ts . The p ro d u c t o f  a r t  seems to  uo f r o e  from  a 
d e f i n i t e  human p u rp o se . I t  lo o k s  t o  us a s  i f  i t  w ere a p ro d u c t
o f  n a tu r e .
-r  *■He« i t  i s  s t ra n g e  t h a t  i n  o rd e r  t o  b e  e n ab led  to  f e e l  a 
A
n a t u r a l  o b je c t  to  be b e a u t i f u l  v/e m ust r e g a r d  n a tu r e  as i f  sh e  
w ere  an  artJV T his moans t h a t  i n  r e p r e s e n t in g  th e  o b je c t  t o  o u r ­
s e lv e s  we m ust th in k  o f  a n a tu r e  whose p ro d u c ts"  a re d  d e te rm in e d  
by a  p r i n c i p le  o th e r  th a n  m ere ly  m ech an ica l p r i n c i p l e s .  H a tu re  
i s  v iew ed a s  p ro d u c tiv e  i n  on a e s t h e t i c  s e n s e .  p ro d u ces
z±
objects artistically, •Sfee gives? then c, fern which v 9  find 
bsc.utiful ancl in this it is? ispli-ed that v;c ascribe to -h e r  a a &  a 
the principle of "purposiveness v/ith out -a purpose", We con- 
celve tho idea of a Technique of nature. Ho regard nature 
not as mere nature {acting according to tho principle of 
mechanical causality) hut as an artist. (So© above, t),-.
"Hature proved beautiful v/hon it wore the appearance of art; 
and art can only he terned he?utiful, vyhcro we a r e  conscious 
of its heir.'; art, while yet it has the appearance of nature," 
(O.of J., ?O60£)
b^sL. i%
But h e re  a r i s -es a d i f f i c u l t y }  f o r  i t  is c l e a r  t h a t  no
y A«^ r-v\~. <X
p ro d u c t o f human a r t  c an  he re g a rd e d  a s  -oat in o l y  -u n i t i to n t  1 on?,Hy
'  / / V " (q. IvWV''**
ivTp j?o d u c o ^  I t  i s  a  p ro d u c t of th e  hur.an m ind^and v/e cannot 'but
a ssu r .c  t h a t  th o re  n u a t he some i n t e n t i o n  p r e s e n t  i n  th e  r;d2i&
o f  th e  a r t i s t .  "A rt has a lw ays g o t a it © f in i te  i n t e n t i o n  o f
p ro d u c in g  so m eth in g , Aero t h i s  1som ething* f hov/evor, to  he  mero
s e n s a t io n  (so m eth in g  m ere ly  s u b j e c t iv e ) ,  in te n d e d  to  ho a cccn p an
le d  v /ith  p le a s u r e ,  th e n  such  p ro d u c t w ould, in  o u r e s t im a t io n  of
i t ,  o n l p le a s e  th ro u g h  th e  agency o f  th e  fee lin g - o f  th e  s e n s e s ."
(C .o f  J . , fCSt^/T) As has "been shovm y/e sh o u ld  a t t r i b u t e  no
u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  t o  su ch  a  f e e l i n g  a t  a l l .  We sh o u ld  m ere ly
fcf-A
s t a t e .  The a r t i s t  in te n d e d  to  g iv e  us p le a s u re ^  4£h© o b je c t  
p le a s e s  us} She d © f in i te  p u rp o se  w hich he h as had  i n  mind h as 
"beon a c h ie v e d .
On th e  o th e r  hand w ere th e  i n t e n t i o n  o f th e  a r t i s t  d i r e c te d
t o  t h e  p ro d u c tio n  o f a  d e f i n i t e  o b j e c t ,  t h i s  o b je c t  would p le a s o
cv-v-eg
us by means o f  a  c o n c e p t, we sh o u ld  a g a in  n o t c a l l  i t  b eau ­
t i f u l .  I t  would p le a s e  i n  th e  sa n e  manner a s  a  p ro d u c t o f
m ech an ica l a r t  p le a s e s  u s .  To ta k e  an exam ple, a  w atehm aher
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h a s  th e  i n t e n t i o n  o f  m aking a  w a tc h . I n  o rd e r  t o  b  e a b le  t o
’C V ' A \  f i V v / ~  M v / - £ * A A ^ - i A
d o l^ o ^ h e  m ust hare  a  d e f in i te  purpose i n  mind. He in ten d s  th e
o b je c t  t o  s e rv e  t h i s  p u rp o se . I n  th e  c a s e  o f  a  w a tch  th e
p u rp o se  w ould "be t h a t  i t  sh o u ld  I n d i c a te  t h e  tim e  o f  d a y . Tho
w atchm aker t o  h e  e n ab led  to  p ro d u ce  a  w atch  m ust r e p r e s e n t  t o
J-tvaV
h im s e l f  q u i te  c l e a r l y  what p u rp o se  i t  i s  m eant t o  s e r v e  and .a c t  
a c c o rd in g ly ^  Sow i n  o rd e r  t o  ta k e  p lo a n u re  i n  t h i s  p ro d u c t  we
l-Ocx-o
h av e  to  s e t  b e fo re  us th e  p u rp o se  w hich  h eo b e e n  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  
a r t i s t ’ s  m ind. We approve o f  th e  o b j e c t . i t  p le a s e s  us on th e  
g ro u n d  t h a t  i t  s e rv e s  th e  p u rp o se  i t  has b een  made f o r .  The 
b e a u t i f u l  i s  o f an  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r  
b e a u t i f u l  w hich p le a s e s  i n  th o  tner 
eo :fo rm s to  o u r p r in c ip le  o f  a e s t h e t i c  r e f l e c t i o n  w ith o u t  any
r e f e r e n c e  t o  mere s e n s a t io n  ( s u b je c t iv e  p u rp o se , s e e  above )
tn r i s
-e# a d e f i n i t e  co n cep t ( o b je c t iv e  p u rp o se , s e e  above ) ,
We s e e  t h a t  th e  b e a u t i f u l  o b je c t  must b e  re g a rd e d  a s  i n t e n ­
t i o n a l l y  produced  i n  so f a r  as t h e  a r t i s t  in te n d e d  i t  t o  b e  an  
o b je c t  th e  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  w hich  sh o u ld  make us c o n sc io u s  of 
harmony o f  o u r c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s ,  i . e ^ w h ic h  w ould make i t  seem 
t o  be  a  c a se  t o  w hich we c o u ld  a p p ly  our p r i n c i p l e  o f  a e s t h e t i c  
m trp o s lv e n e s s  ( th e  k in d  o f  p u rp c s iv e n o ss  w hich i s  n o t  t i e d  down 
to  any d e f i n i t e  p u rp o s e ) .  "The p u rp o s iv e n e s s  i n  th e  p ro d u e t o f 
f i n e  a r t ,  i n t e n t io n a l  th ough  i t  b e ,  must n o t have th e  a p p e a ra n c e  
o f  b e in g  i n t e n t i o n a l ;  i . e .  f i n e  a r t  must be  c lo th e d  w ith  th e  
a s pect, o f n a tu r e ,  a lth o u g h  we r e c o g n is e  i t  t o  b e  a r t . "  ( C .pf J . . 
3 0 7 ) .
I t  i s  c le a r  th a t  we must a s c r ib e  to  th e  a r t i s t  some k ind  of 
in te n t io n ,  We must assume th a t  he in ten d s to  p re sen t us w ith  an 
o b je c t whioh we s h a l l  find- b e a u tifu l*  He must apply some ru le s
m.t k in d .
A c /
I
c e l l  an  o b je c t
;~v iAj~r L'QatxU- t*. wJeJUu* .^ ^
"T . o .j w hich  «
/v4. -'•'•V/ 'M- (V '■!*£■ Cf A"" '''• f "•'
f o r  w o  p ro d u c t I ce. c f  h i s  v.oi 1  -but a e i  -ifeer - /•<
K e-Z y.-U  • ( I I , ^ f A .  A u i  /£ |h v * r ov-U.' « /  < .V/^v / ,  .•; ■ ,:r-.
■sw-Tr-dwOw precij>e2^ whc™—t ^ es e naXec— /\  J u s t  &s v/e e sn
_  r-^W -yktf \  h t
e :,ju y  bsr/utgywher. t a r  im a g in a tio n  sac. u n d e rs ta n d in g  a r c  i t  
i n d o l i ’iLf© r e l a t i o n  w ith o u t b s ia £  d e l orm inod by aa,.. d o ii:r '.i; '-
A-l *■ /| » «
r u l o s ,  so ill© a r t i s t  h im s u lf  m ust s n js y  IraocLGU. 
j>cuuluit)& 0 -- oog n . oti-» H© X3u s t  D<3 cajpuc-ut os g>rodacm £ '.CtS 
v/oi’i:  i n  a cc o rd a n c e  w i th  r a l e s  w ith o u t b a in g  f u l l y  c o n sc io u s  o f 
v/hat th o y  a r e .  'ilx is p o in t  w i l l  bo .ade c l e a r e r  l a  tins s u b s e -  
qu o n t s e c t i o n s .
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V7e have  se en  t h a t  -fee v .h c  produe os b e a u t i f u l  th in g s  onnno t 
a c t  a c c o rd in g  to  any d e f i n i t e  r u l e s  and t h a t  on th e  o th e r  hand a 
w orn o f a r t  must bo dependent on eoae  r u l e s .  I t  fo l lo w s  t h a t  
th o  r u l e s  w hich th e  a r t i s t  a p p l ie s  b e lo n g  to  h i s  own i n l i v  d  -a 1 
n a tu r e .  He must p o s s e s s  a  j~ oduet-i v « c a p a c i ty  f o r  p ro d u c in g  
th in g s  tm ich  w i l l  be judged b e a u t i f u l .  f l ie s  a r u l e s  c an n o t bo 
d e te rm in e d  e i t h a r  by  th e  a r t i s t  who p ro d u ce s  th e  w ork o f a r t  
a# ¥  by th o s e  who judge  i t .  They a re  an  e x p re s s io n  o f th o  in d iv ­
i d u a l  n a tu re  o f t h e  a r t i s t ,  S he p ro d u c tiv e  f a c u l t y  o f th o  
a r t i s t  may be c a l l e d  g e n iu s .
"G enius i s  th o  t a l e n t  ( n a tu r a l  endowment} w hich g iv e s  th e  
r u l e  to  a r t .  S in c e  t a l e n t ,  a s  an  lu n a te  p ro d u c tiv e  f a c u l t y  of 
th e  a r t i s t ,  be longs i t s e l f  to  n a tu r e ,  wo may p u t i t  t h i s  way* 
G en ius i s  t h e  in n a te  m en ta l a p t i t u d e  ( i n g o n iu a )  th ro u g h jv h ic h  
n a tu r e  g iv e s  th e  r u l e  t c  a r t . ' 1 ( £ >.of. H•. ^07^)-^
jjjvory a r t  p resu p p o ses  r u l e s *  f o r  o th e rw is e  i t s  p ro d u c ts  
u-/- Q
w ould -net be p ro d u c ts  ^ of a r t  b u t producti o f  mere ohonoo. Wow 
s in c e  th e  concept of pure  a r t  does n o t p e n u lt  iC  th e  Judgm ent
>
S o ?
I
k  LX.
a t  our t h e  o su u ty  o f  i t s  p ro u u o t -b e in g  d o r iv o u  from  sn^r r u l e
t h a t  h a s  a  co n cep t a s  i t s  d e te rm in in g  g ro u n d  i t  f o i l e d  t h a t
<v£T*’  ^ J
gj. uio r. liim soii is^oonscaous os in s  r u le  which he e .vy ligo *
j. io  k.ii— «ui?ar© —— u-.^ ■t-.-'—a~;m um l a r t r u t  w hicn  su p p lie s  'g ic
ru-sc • " F in e  a r t  is ^ g o s s x t l© ;  on ly | as a  p r  gclQc i o f  giS-ixix. • '?  c
Sa~<sc_ ■
}-i -o a --th e -ra ^  I t h a t  no d e f i n i t e  r u l e s  can  be g iv e n  f o r  p ro d u c in g
? ^  t-a.
b e a u t i f u l  o b je c ts  _ml conse : u e n tly  ohe -u - t iE t  h im s e l f  i s  n o tA
e o n c e ic u c  o f ho.: ho c r e a te s  them , i t  1 o l l c -ra t h u t  he  c a n  n e i t h e r  
t e a c h  o th e r -  th e  r u le s  w hich  w i l l  e n a b le  them  fc© make b e a u t i f u l
IsS V
th in g .: - o r ^1 e a rn  i t  from  o t h e r s . b irds’ o r i g i n a l i t y  must b e  th e
p rim a ry  p ro  e r t y  o f  th e  c r t i o l . Lut e in c e  th e r e  must be come
r u l e  p r e s e n t  i n  every  w o rt o f a r t  o r i g i n a l i t y  c a n n o t be  re g a rd e d
c.s '.he  o n ly  c o n d i t io n  c i  th e  p ro d u c t io n  o f  wcrkc o f  a r t .  • _ h e re
i s  su ch  a  '..ring a s  o r i g in a l  n o n se n se . -h e  p ro d u c ts  o f f i n e
a r t  i n  s p a te  c i  th c a a  •jragana.uiuy muse «n th e  sumo tim e  os
"m o d els , i . e .  be  exem plary a n d f c o n se g n e n tjy  though  n o t  th a n -
p e lv e s  d e r iv e d  from  im i t a t i o n  th ey  m ust s e r v e  ih a tfp u rp o se  f o r
( 1 )
o th e r s  i . e .  a s  a  s ta n d a rd  o r  r u l e  o f e s t im a t in g ."  ( C .o f  y . £ 0 8 ^  
J J
i’h e  c r e a t o r  o f a  w ork o f a r t  i s  in c a p a b le  of in d ic a t i n g  
s c i e n t i f i c a l l y  th e  r u l e s  w hich  he  a p p l i e s .  He g iv e s  th e  r u le s  
,:a s  n a tu r e " .  He does n o t  h im s e lf  know how he p ro d u ces  h i s  w ork, 
“"■fhat ho can  p roduct, i t  he  owes i c  h is  in n a te  a b i l i t y ,  .th e re  a i  
a u th o r  ov.es a  p ro d u c t t o  h is  fceuias^he does n o t h im s e lf  kno how 
th e  Ideas f o r  i t  have e n te r e d  i n t o  h i s  h e a d , n o r has he  i-: i n ^ a  
uo-'or to  in v e n t  th e  l i k e  , . t  p leasu i'O  c r  m e th o d ic a lly  a n d  eetm iuni-
u-n.%S_c(. ->
c u te  th e  zix - 0  t o  o th e r s  i n  su ch  p ro e o p ts  a s  p u t  them i n  a p o s ­
i t i o n  to  p roduce  s im i la r  p ro d u c ts ."  (0«oi~ «*,»* Gi)£^ >T»
I t  i s  im p o rta n t to  n o te  t h u t  " n a tu r e "  p r e s c r ib o s  th e  r u lo  
th ro u g h  g e n iu s  n o t t o  3 o lan e C jb u t t o  a r t  gxnd te -  owe to  th o  l a t t e r
(1 )  See -about th e  exemplary u n iv e rsa l v a l id i ty  o f  a e s th e tic  
JuatmentB j  S-*-u-
3 6 ^ :
f a r  as i t  in  f i n e  a r t . n e i t h e r  s c ie n c e  n o r m ech an ica l 
a r t  a r e  p ro d u c ts  c f  g e n iu s j  ^ o r  th e y  f o l lo w  d o t e rr. inc. t o  ru le s  
w hich  c a n  h e  s e t  down in  a  fo rm u la  and  can  h e  h o th  ta u g h t  and  
l e a r n t ,  T h is  v .d ll h e  e x p la in e d  in  t h e  fo l lo w in g  c o c t io n .
3a c t io n  4 7 .
T h a t "worn us" and. " im i ta t io n "  a r c  fu n d a m e n ta lly  opposed  to  
each  o th e r  i s  a  p o in t  on whlhh o re ry o n o  in  a g re e d . I t  i s  c l e a r
awhy i t  m ust he  so r  & r h f - v e  soon t h a t  " g e n iu s"  c r e a t e s  a c c o rd ­
ing  t o  in d e te rm in a te  r u le s  w hich enxm et he  l e a r n t  and t h e r e f o r e  
rtuA.not^ im i t a t e d .  T h is  i s  q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  i n  th e  dom ain o f  s c i e n c e ,  
F o r  t h e  s c i e n t i s t  Snowing how ho a r r iv e s  a t  h ie  c o n c lu s io n ,  can
p ro v e  th e  t r u t h  o f h i s  argum ent and. set. down d e f i n i t e  r u l e s  w h ich
f t  c t o  15
o th e r s  c m  l e a r n .  They have to  de n o th ir g ^ b u tAf a l lo w  h i s  a rg u ­
m ent s te p  "by E tep tfW  They can a c q u ir e  know ledge o f  i t  by i n d u s t r y  
and  w orcerornn.ce. I n  m a tte r s  o f  s c ie n c e  t h e r e f o r e  th e  g r e a t e s t  
in v e n to r  d i f f e r s  from  th o  most p i t i f u l  i m i t a t o r  and. a p p re n t ic e  
o n ly  i n  d eg ree  and n e t  i n  3dn<V ^?or t h a t  th e  fo rm e r  h a s  accom­
p l i s h e d  " i s  som eth ing  t h a t  ttou ld  have  b e e n  1 e a rn e d ." (C .o f  J . .
50 ^ 5*) ^  L ^ £ (  hrf Avsa
T hie  i f  - n 1J' n ',< f  i w -thfe- d ritonin of. f i n e -a r t . T a le n t
*
f o r  a r t  c an n o t he l o n r n t .  ' irI t  r e q u i r e s  t o  he  bestow ed d i r e c t l y  
fro m  th e  hand of n a tu re  upon each  in d iv id u a l ,  and  so  w i th  him  i t  
d i e s ,  a w a it in g  th o  day when n a tu r e  once a g a in  endows a n o th e r  in  
th o  sa n e  way -  one who needs no more th a n  a n  exam ple t o  s e t  th e  
t a l e n t  o f  which i c  he  c o n sc io u s  a t  w ork on s i m l l a i j l i n e s . "  ( C .o f  j .
a 0 ^ 1
’7e h -v e  seo n  th a t  a lth o u g h  p ro d u c t o f  a n t  i s  n o t  d e te rm in e d  
by any d e f i n i t e  r u l e  which oou ld  b o ao t -down i n  a  fo rm u la ^ th e re  i s
some Icind o f  r u l e  im p l i c i t  i n  i t .  T h is  i s  t h e  r e a s o n - t h j t  i t  
can ^an d  i n  f a c t  m ust-be  re g a rd e d  a s  a  m odel. I t  i s  a n  exam ple 
o f t h e  in d e te rm in a te  r u l e  a c c o rd in g  t o  w hich i t  h as  b e e n  p r o ­
d u c e d . The r u l e  as such  c an n o t b e  s p e c i f i e d  and  th e  p ro d u c t 
c a n n o t b e  im l ta te d ^ W ^ tt  i s  -however p o s s ib le  t h a t  th e  a r t i s t * s  
I d e a s  w hich a r e  e x p re ssed  i n  h i s  w o r k e r  ouse s i m i l a r  Id e a s  on 
th e  p a r t  o f h i s  p u p i l ,  p resum ing  n a tu r e  has endowed th e  l a t t e r  
w i th  a  t a l e n t  f o r  a r t .  But th e s e  id e a s  a r e  t o  be met w ith  n o -
So
w here  e x ce p t i n  th e  in d iv id u a l  work o f  a r t  ^ - a r t i s t  w i l l
n e v e r  m ere ly  im i t a t e  a n o th e r  a r t i s t .  The work o f  a r t  by w hich
t h e  p ro d u c tiv e  c a p a c i ty  o f  th e  p u p i l  i s  e x c i te d  s e rv e s  a s  a
m odel n o t f o r  im i t a t io n  (Bachahmung) b u t  f o r  fo llo w in g  (B ao h fo lg e )
j  J   ~
An a r t i s t  fo llo w in g  a n o th e r  a r t i s t  w i l l  p ro d u ce  a  work o f  a r t
s t im u la te d  by th e  work o f  h i s  m a s te r .  But M s own w ork w i l l
fj-s ta-c-vv xfrv-Us.--------------.—  ------------------
a g a te  be o r ig in a l .  -It  must  not bo f org ot t e n ,  however ^— th a t
 ■ eJUtc&yi. /fc»- frritoJfcrSL
a l th o u g h * o r ig in a l i ty  -ire a n  in d is p e n s a b le  c o n d i t io n  o f  a  w ork o f
A * fe  A
a r t  b - e f e J f f T M r e S S S i s  by no means t h e  o n ly  c o n d i t io n .  However 
d i f f e r e n t  m echan ica l a r t  and f i n e  a r t  may b e , t h e r e  i s  som eth ing  
m ech an ica l a l s o  i n  th e  l a t t e r ,  som eth ing  t h a t  c a n  and i n  f a c t  
m ust be  l e a r n t^  T here ar e  c e r t a i n  r u l e s  w hich must bo obeyed 
and  to  aim  a t  o r i g i n a l i t y  a t  a l l  c o s t s ,  m ere ly  f o r  th e  sa k e  of 
b e in g  d i f f e r e n t  from  everyone e l s e ^ i s  f o o l i s h  .and « e  work of ar t  
■wlH  e v e r-b e - prudmred i n  ouoh -a ~ c a n * e r . G enius and o r i g i n a l i t y
a r e  n e c e s sa ry  c o n d itio n s  o f  f i n e  a r t .  But th e y  can  do no more
t h a n  f u r n i s h  m a te r i a l .  How t o  g iv e  a n  a p p ro p r ia te  form  to  t h i s  
m a t e r i a l ,  t h a t  i s  som ething t h a t  must be l e a r a t j  and  th e r e  a r e  
c e r t a i n  r u l e s  w hioh(o£  no acco u n t mustAbe v i o l a t e d .
"Bow, seeing  t h a t  o r ig in a l i ty  o f  ta le n t  i s  one (though no t 
th e  so le )  e s s e n tia l  fa c to r  th a t  goes to  make up th e  c h a ra c te r  of
37o-
g e n i u s , sh a llo w  m inds fa n c y  t h a t  th e  h a s t  e v id e n c e  th e y  c a n  g iv e  
o f  t h e i r  b e in g  f u l l - b lo w n  g e n iu s e s  ( a u fb lu e h e n d e  Geni e s )  i s  by 
e m a n c ip a tin g  th em se lv e s  from  a l l  academ ic c o n s t r a i n t  o f  r u l e s ,  
i n  th e  b e l i e f  t h a t  one o u ts  a f i n e r  f i g u r e  on th e  b a c k  o f  an  
i l l - t e m p e r e d  th a n  o f a  t r a i n e d  h o r s e .  G enius c a n  do no more 
t h a n  f u r n i s h  r i c h  m a te r ia l  f o r  p ro d u c ts  o f  f i n e  a r t  • i t s  e la b o r ­
a t i o n  and  i t s  form  r e q u i r e  a  t a l e n t  a c a d e m ic a lly  t r a i n e d ,  so  
t h a t  i t  may be employed i n  su c h  a  way a s  t o  s ta n d  th e  t e s t  o f  
Judgm en t. B u t, f o r  a  p e rs o n  to  h o ld  f o r t h  and p a ss  s  enhance 
l i k e  a  g e n iu s  i n  m a tte r s  t h a t  f a l l  t o  th e  p ro v in c e  o f  th e  moot 
p a t i e n t  r a t i o n a l  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  i s  r i d ic u lo u s  i n  th e  e x tre m e .
One i s  a t  a  l o s s  t o  knov; w h e th e r t o  la u g h  more a t  th e  im p o s te r  
who envelops h im s e lf  i n  su ch  a  c lo u d  -  i n  v/hich we a r e  g iv e n  
f u l l e r  scope  to  o u r im a g in a tio n  a t  t h e  expense o f a l l  u se  o f 
o u r c r i t i c a l  f a c u l t y ,  -  o r  a t  th e  sim p le-m inded  p u b l ic  v/hich 
im ag ines t h a t  i t s  i n a b i l i t y  c l e a r l y  t o  c o g n is e  and com jrehend  
t h i s  m a s te rp ie c e  o f  p e n e t r a t io n  i s  due to  i t s  b e in g  in v ad ed  by 
new t r u t h s  en m asse i n  com parison  w i th  w hich , d e t a i l ,  due t o  
c a r e f u l l y  w eighed e x p o s i t io n  and  an  academ ic e x am in a tio n  o f r o o t -  
p r in c  i p l e s , seems to  i t  o n ly  t h e  work o f  a  t y r o . "  (C .o f  J .
S e c tio n  4 8 .
At th e  b e g in n in g  o f t h i s  s e c t io n  Kant d i s t in g u i s h e s  between
krr 0
t a s t e  and genius^ and p o in ts o u t  t h a t  i n  o rd e r  t o  bo enab l e d  i >  
4 t td g e /\b e a u tifu l  o b je c ts  -4 t-± n  o n ly  t a s t e  t h a t - i s  re q u ire d ^ w h e re a s  
f o r  f i n e  a r t  i .e . ,  f o r  t h e  p ro d u c tio n  o f  b e a u t i f u l  o b je c ts  g e n iu s  
i s  n eed ed . T h is  i s  easy  enough/. The p a ssa g e  w hich fo llo w s
i s  more d i f f i c u l t .  Kant speaks o f  th e  d if fe r e n c e  betw eenAbeauty
UJ'e
o f  n a tu r e  andAbeauty o f  a r t^ a n d  declared  th a t  whereas th e  es i l -
37/.
-m etdonruf* t h e  fo rm er oc.ii t .xke- pltvco in d e p e n d e n tly  'o f any c o n -  
tk-e. f& C-e
c o p t o f  whirrh s o r t  o f th in g  th o  o b je c t  v;as In tended /, I . e .
w i th o u t  any  r e fe re n c o  t o  a  pu rpose  , we must i n  ee t a
b e a u t i f u l  o b je c t  of a r t  p resuppose^  a  p u rp o se , 1 . e a  co n cep t
o f  w hat th e  o b je c t  i s  in te n d e d  to  b e . In  th e  oo t lm a ti -on o f  a
b e a u t i f u l  work o f a r t ,  i t s  p o r f e d t io n  raust be  ta k e n  i n t o  a c c o u n t .
T h is  i s  a most s u r p r i s in g  s ts to m o n t^ s e e in g  t h a t  K ant has
t o l d  us a g a in  and  a g a in  t h a t  o u r judgm ents a b o u t b e a u ty -d o  i n  no
way p re su p p o se  a  d e f i n i t e  co n cep t o f th e  o b je c t  (purpose)^  and
t h a t  b e a u ty  i s  a  q u a l i ty  \7hich i s  fu n d a m e n ta lly  d i f f e r e n t  from
-r-e flee td en *  .
I  t h in k ,  how ever, t h a t  i t  i s  c o m p a ra tiv e ly  e a sy  t o  s o lv e
Mm . cr-n W A Tr-vt. t'Xft- /c a t .
t h e  d i f f i c u l t y .  Kant i s  com paring n » r»  b e a u ty  o f  a r t  -and b e a u ty  
o f  n a tu r e .  What he  i s  try in g ; t o  show i s  t h a t  i n  e s t im a t in g  a
b e a u t i f u l  p ro d u c t o f  a r t  we have to  r e f e r  o u r r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  of
k /Lo
i t  t o  th e  w i l l  of a  human b-ein- - th a t in te n d e d  t o  g iv e  b e a u ty  t o  
• i t s  p ro d u c t. '-'he pu rpose  w hich th e  a r t i s t  h as  i n  mind and th e  
p e r f e c t i o n  ho s e e l s  t o  r e a l i s e - i s  b e a u ty . T h is  i s  h i s  o n ly  i n ­
t e n t i o n .  And y e t  we must a s c r ib e  t o  him  a w i l l  to  make h i s  -p r e -
‘ rv A - ■teii' c-f t t v i!/ Cf *.Mrt /v-t/.
.d ie t  b e a u t i f u l^  f o r  o th e rw ise  thii!r-nrx?d^et--w^uld-^ o t  b o -a - p r o-^
/ou ld  bo a  -product  o f  p u re  rtQ an n o t
b u t  assum e t h a t  i t s  b eau ty  has been  g iv e n  to  a  work o f  a r t  i n ­
t e n t i o n a l l y ,  t h a t  th e  a r t i s t  in te n d e d  i t  t o  p o s s e s s  p e r f e c t  
b e a u ty .  To n a tu re  on th e  o th e r  hand wo canno t a s c r ib e  any 3ueh 
p u rp o s e . I n  o rd e r  to  f in d  n a t u r a l  o b je c ts  b e a u t i f u l  v/e need  
n o t  p resuppose  t h a t  n a tu re  in te n d e d  to  p r e s e n t ^  w ith  b e a u t i f u l  
o b j e c t s .  ’Vo a s c r ib e  b eau ty  t o  c e r t a i n  mat or lrrl- o b j e c t s  b u t we 
o -n n o t say  t h a t  n a tu re  has g iv e n  them  t h e i r  b e a u ty  i n t e n t i o n a l l y .  
T h is  i s  i n  f a c t  i m p o s s i b l e  *tarfe- we have no knowledge
I
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o f  an  i n t e l l i g e n t  n a tu r e  ( s o t i t tg .-n^car d.ln g . t .n -p u rp o se s  w hich  
sh e - se ts- h e r s e l f " ) . We do know how ever t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t  human 
beings^ £ a r t i  s t s  % who p ro d u ce  th in g s  w ith  th e  i n t e n t i o n  o f 
g iv in g  them  a b e a u t i f u l  fo rm . I t  fo l lo w s  t h a t  i n  co m p ariso n  
w i th  o u r judgm ents ab o u t b e a u t i f u l  n a t u r a l  o b je c ts  o u r ju d g ­
m ents a b o u t b e a u t i f u l  p ro d u c ts  o f  a r t  p re su p p o se  t h e  id e a  o f  a  
p u rp o s e . But t h i s  does n o t a l t e r  th o  f a c t  t h a t  oven i n  th e  
c a s e  o f  b e a u t i f u l  a r t i s t i c  p ro d u c ts  th o  p u rp o se  in v o lv e d  i s  
n o t  a  d e f i n i t e  o b je c t iv e  p u rp o se  and th e  c o n ce p t i s  n o t  a 
d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p t. Tho p r i n c i p l e  w hich  u n d e r l i e s  a l l  o u r  ju d g ­
m ents a b o u t b e a u ty  i s  th e  p r i n c i p l e  of s u b j e c t iv e  p u r p o s iv e -
( 1 )
n e s s  o r  p u rp o s iv e n o ss  w ith o u t a p u rp o se .
I  w i l l  n o t c o n ce rn  m y se lf  w ith  th e  re m a in d e r o f  t h i s  so o - 
tion^r^ed  tu rn ^ to  S e c tio n  4 9 , w hich a s  v/e s h a l l  s e e  i s  b o th  ex­
tre m e ly  i n t e r e s t i n g  and e x tre m e ly  d i f f i c u l t .  I t  i s  head ed  
"The f a c u l t i e s  o f th e  mind w hich c o n s t i t u t e  g a i i u ^ i ^
S e c tio n  4 9 .
The a n a ly s is  o f th e  judgm ents o f t a s t e  h a s  shown t h a t  f o r  
th e  m aking o f th o se  judgm ents we depend on c e r t a i n  c o g n i t iv e  
f a c u l t i e s  and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n .  The q u e s t io n  w hich h as t o  be 
answ ered  now i s :  What a r e  th e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  th e  mind w hich
(1 )  See above* . I n c i d e n ta l l y ,  i t  i s  im p o r ta n t  t o  n o te
t h a t  a c c o rd in g  to  Kant even our judgm ents a b o u t  ^ b eau ty  o f  
n a tu r e  in v o lv e  i n  some way an  id e a  o f h e r  p u rp o s iy o n e s s . I n  
e s tim e tin g ^ tie a u ty  e f - n a tu r e ,  we a s c r ib e  t o  her- a c e r t a i n  
p r i n c i p le  ( a e s th e t i c  te c h n iq u e  o f  n a t u r e ) .  Vv'e c a n n o t b u t 
assum e t h a t  n a tu re  in te n d e d  to  g iv e  b e a u ty  to  h e r  p ro d u c ts .
(See ab o v e , J n  ^  A v ,  _  ^
But th e  d if f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t  w hereas i n  th e  c a s e  o f f i n e  a r t  
we a c tu a l ly  know th a t  human b e in g s  a c t  a c c o rd in g  to  such  a 
-cxv^y—■p u rp o se  'we c a n i ^ i i  d in g  n a tu r a l  o b je c ts  n e v e r be  s u r e  o f
t h i s .  ;e assume th e  p r in c ip le  o f  a e s t h e t i c  te c h n iq u e  as a 
m ere ly  r e g u la t i v e  p r in c ip le ,  i . e .  f o r  th e  sa k e  o f  e x p la in in g  
to  o u rs e lv e s  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  b e a u t i f u l  o b je c ts  o f  n a tu r e  
(d ee  above,
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e n a b le  th e  a r t i s t  t o  p ro d u ce  a  work o f  a r t  an d  w hat i s  t h e i r
9 Jr e l a t i o n  to  each, o th e r ;  We have s e e n  t h a t  f o r  th e  p ro d u c t io n
o f  a  work o f a r t  t h e r e  i s  r e q u i r e d  more than, m ere t a s t e  ( th e
f a c u l t y  o f  ju d g in g  th e  " b e a u t i f u l ) .  I n  o rd e r  t o  b e -e n a b le d
to  c r e a te  th in g s  w hich w i l l  "be fudged  " b e a u tifu l t h e  a r t i s t  must
p o s s e s s  a  p ro d u c tiv e  c a p a c i ty  w hich h as b e e n  c a l l e d  " g e n iu s " .
The q u e s tio n  to  b e  answ ered  now i s ;  What a r e  t h e  f a c u l t i e s
o f  th e  mind w hich c o n s t i t u t e  g e n iu s ?  j l e t  us assum e we have
b e fo re  us a work o f  f i n e  a r t ,  i . c .^  a work w hich la y s  c la im  to
b e a u ty .  I t  i s  p o s s ib le  t h a t  so  f a r  as  th e  r u l e s  o f t a s t e  a r e
co n ce rn ed  we f in d  n o th in g  t o  c e n su re  in  i t  and  y e t  w e.m iss
J  A A
som eth ing  i n  i t .  Kant c a l l s  t h i s  e lem en t o f b e a u ty  ""G eisf" '.
I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  f i n d  an  .E nglish  e q u iv a le n t  M r  th e  German 
-"G c is t"  and th e  m ain re a s o n  f o r  t h i s  i s  t h a t  t h e  German y/ord 
-" G e is t^  i s  q u i te  v a g u e . What i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  th e  word i s
i t s  i n d e f i n i t e n e s s .  "G eisir"  i s  a d u a l i ty  t h a t  i s  r a t h e r - f e l t
 —
•sj/uy t h a n  th o u g h t. I t  i s ^ in d e s c r ib a b le .
I  w i l l  fo l lo w  H r. J le re d ith * s  t r a n s l a t i o n  and re n d e r  i t  by 
" s o u l"  and th e  p h ra s e  *fbhne Geist""" by  " s o u l l e s s " .  B ut I  may 
s t a t e  t h a t  i n  my o p in io n  th e  t r a n s l a t i o n  " s p i r i t "  and  "w ith o u t 
s p i r i t "  would do a t  l e a s t  a s w e l l  o r  r a t h e r  as b a d ly .
ICant s t a t e s  a t  t h e  b e g in n in g  o f our s e c t io n  th a t  we may sa y
o f  a  p ro d u c t o f  f i n e  a r t  t h a t  i t  i s  ^ohno Geist*~. F o r  in s ta n c e  
-we may th in & o f  a poem th a t  i t  i s  v e ry  p r e t t y  and e le g a n t  bu t 
t h a t  i t  i s  s o u l l e s s  (g e l s t l o s We may sa y  o f  a  s t o r y  t h a t  i t  
h a s  p r e c i s io n  and m ethod, and y e t  we f i n d  i t  s o u l l e s s .  a sp e ec h
made on some f e s t i v e  o c c a s io n  may b e  h e ld  to  be m e th o d ic a l
( g ru e n d l io h ) and g r a c e f u l  (z i e r l i c h j  and  y e t  I t  ±rr fuum l 
s c u l l e s s .  A c o n v e rs a t io n  f r e q u e n t ly ^ i s  n o t d ev o id  o f  e n t e r t a i n -
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m ent and y e t  i s  s o u l l e s s ,  iSvan o f  a  woman we may sa y  sh e  i s
p r e t t y ,  t h a t  sh e  t  a lies and  behaves n i e e l j '  (g o sp ra e c h i g  und 
a r t_ ig j  and  y e t  t h a t  sh e  i s  s o u l l e s s .  How, w hat do we mean by 
'" G e is t%  i n  th e  e a se s  m e n tio n e d .^  K ant g iv e s  a  d e f i n i t i o n  
v /h ich  ru n s  as f o l lo w s .
"S o u l ( G e i s t ) ^ i a  an  a e s t h e t i e a l  s e n s e ,  s i g n i f i e s  t h e  
a n im a tin g  p r i n c i p le  i n  th e  m ind. But t h a t  w hereby t h i s  p r i n ­
c i p l e  a n im a te s  t h e  p sy ch ic  s u b s ta n c e  ( S e e le )  -  th e  m a te r i a l  
v/hich i t  employs f o r  t h a t  p u rp o se  -  i s  t h a t  w hich s e t s  th e  
m e n ta l pow ers i n t o  a sw ing t h a t  i s  p u rp o s iv e , i . e.^ i n to  a  p la y  
w hich  i s  s e l f -m a in ta in in g  and w hich  s t r e n g th e n s  th o s e  pow ers
f o r  su ch  a c t i v i t y . "  (C .o f J . t SlJUm
do n o t want t o  c r i t i c i s e  H r . H e r e d i t ie s  t r a n s l a t i o n  
t h i s  p a s s a g e . But i t  i s  obv ious t h a t  b e c a u se  he  t r a n s l a t e s  
" G e is t"  by so u jb h e . f in d s  h im s e lf  i n  an  a w lc v /^ d ^ p o s itio n . He h as 
t o  t r a n s l a t e  "S e e le "  b y ^ ts y c h ic  s u b s ta n c e  w hereas " s o u l"  v/ould 
o f  c o u rs e  have been  much t h e > ,e t t e r  t r a n s l a t i o n .  A n o th er t h in g  
w hich  m ales h i s  t r a n s l a t i o n  d i f f i c u l t t o  u n d e rs ta n d  i s  t h a t  h i s  
r e n d e r in g  " s e t j^ th C m e n ta l  pow ers i n to  a ^ l n g "  o f  t h e  German
" c o n v e y 's -^ li tt le  o r" d i e  G e m u e ts lra e f to  i n  Schwung
no tic ing  to  JSuglish r e a d e r s .
I  th in fc , how ever, t h a t  a l th o u g h  K a n t 's  d e f i n i t i o n  o f *-Golst*r
i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  t r a n s l a t e  i n t o  S i g l i s h ,  i t s  m eaning can  ^ a j K -
p la in e d  w ith  co m p ara tiv e  e a s e .  i s  n o th in g  e l s e  * ta n  th e
i n d e f i n i t e  harmony o f th e  m en ta l p o w ers , t h e i r  s u b je c t iv e ly
cto Ivasj
p u rp o s iv e  r e l a t i o n .  F u r t h e r , ^ r e i n i u d  o a r . e l v e s 5± h a i-K a n t 
h a s  t o l d  w  i n  s e c t io n  i f  o f  th e  C r i ^ a n e  t h a t  th e  eoneet oBDnoos
u o a  < X  I V * . A rtfi / 1 'v  J
fo rm a l p u rp o s iv e n ess  th o p la y -o f  'th e  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s
in v o lv e s  a  c e r t a i n  form  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  4 4 ^ p r a . .
% £ I^M> 'i£*c~4. Ai J< . ! ■ • - Z(\x. je d ,tv^  •/ K  ”.-
CojcjJZ*S-S> f ^ - t i  -jU+Jb .
snd -fehe  efetlV'S bhgggeiitent o f  th ^" 'W ^ itIV 3 ~ £ * 0 w ers . 4 s  K ant h as  
o x p la ln o a  t h a t* wo d w ell on th o  c o n te m p la tio n  o f  th o  b e a u t i f u l•J
h o c a u se  t h i s  c o n te m p la tio n  s t r e n g th e n s  and ro p ro d u co s  i t s e l f .
( See above . )rs"\
u  -    •
How we le a r n  lie re ' t i m t  ,HG-eist~fr i s  -ne4>hine-© l^-e-^h»»-the
PCu^ » v cM\a-i
f a c u l ty  o f  Llie m lndlw hich b r in g s  a b o u t t h e se  -i-nd e f  i  n i t  c* r  e l a  -  
4A**rr~of th e  f a c u l t i e s  of th o  mind ( s u b je c t iv e  o r  fo rm a l  p u rp o s -  
iv e n e s s )  o f t h o f a c u l t i es -of  T e p r u s e n t a t i g h .  I t  ±b "ftei r t 4*"
j  & •■
v?hieh- g iv e s  l i f e  to  th o  work o f a r t /  *• w ork o f  a r t  w hich  i s
StV *-€ j
"ohno G-oist" i s  l i f e l e s s ,  i w  a lth o u g h  i t  i s  i n  acc o rd a n c e
w ith  th e  r u le s  o f  ta s te ^  i t s  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  does n o t  make us
f e e l  th e  harm onious r e l a t i o n  o f  o u r m en ta l p o w ers , 't h e - a r t i -edr 
a k* it
Els lo n g  a s  -he does no more th a n  n o t  d iso b e y  th e  r u l e s  o f  t a s t e  
a c a n n o t p roduce  a  genu ine  work o f  a r t .  Ho h im s e lf  i s  s o u l l e s s  
(ohne  G e i s t ) .  Vflrnt he la c k s  i s  ‘" G e is t^ ,  th o  a n im a tin g  p r in c ip le  
o f  t h e  n in d .
"How my p r o p o s i t io n  i s  t h a t  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  i s  n o th in g  e l s e  
th a n  th e  f a c u l ty  o f p re s e n t in g  a e s t h e t i c  I d e a s .  But by an  
a e s t h e t i c  Id ea  I  mean th a t  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  th e  im a g in a tio n  
w hich  in d u ces  much th o u g h t, (d ie j e n ig e  V o r  s  t e l  lu n g  d e r i& n b ll-  
du n g s k r a f t , d ie  v i e l ^  v e r a n l a s s t )  y e t  w ith o u t th e  p o s s ­
i b i l i t y  o f  any d e f i n i t e  th o u g h t w h a te v e r , i . e . /o n e e p t_ , b e in g  
adeq.ua.t o  t o  i t ,  and w hich la n g u a g e , c o n se q u e n tly , can  n e v e r  g e t  
q u i te  on l e v e l  te rm s  w ith  o r  re n d e r  c o m p le te ly  i n t e l l i g i b l e .  -  
I t  i s  e a s i l y  s e e n , t h a t  an  a e s t h e t i c  Id e a  i s  th e  c o u n te rp a r t  
(p e n d a n t)  o f a  r a t i o n a l  I d e a ,  w hich , c o n v e r s e ly ,  i s  a  c o n c e p t,
t o  v-hich no i n t u i t i o n  ( r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  th e  im a g in a tio n )  can
   3(*___b e  a d e q u a te ."  (C .o f  J . ,^*53^/.')
3*?6> •
Vte- -understand  now much b e t t e r  why i t  i s  so  d i f f i c u l t  *to 
f i n d  a n  a d eq u a te ''r« n d Le r in g  f o r  th e  O e r ja sn ^ G e ia t" . F o r  K ant 
h im s e lf  t o l l s  us t h a t  projge^ly-^jjjeaking i t  c an n o t "be e x p re sse d  
by any la n e u a g ^ ^ tB a t  no language  can  E x p la in  w hat i t  i s .  I t  
i a _ -a * r ln d e f in a b l0  f a c u l ty  o f  th e  m ind.
The m ain d i f f i c u l t y  i n  th e  p assag e  J u s t  nuo ted  i s  t o  u n d e r­
s ta n d  w hat Kant means by an  " a e s th e t i c  I d e a " .  I  w i l l  t r y  to  
g iv e  a n  e x p la n a t io n .
i s  co n ce rn ed  in  th e  C r i t iq u e  o f lu r e .  R easoh, a r e  th o  n a t i o n a l  
Ideabs, how what i s  a c c o rd in g  to  Kant c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  an  
Id e a  o f  X g a so n . He h as t o l d  us i n  th e  C r i t i q u e /o f  p u re  R eason 
t h a t  R easo n X n  conceiving-; i t s  c o n cep ts  ( Id e a s  i /d o e s  n o th in g  b u t 
make th e  c o n c e p t  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  f r e e / f ro m  t h e i r  ro fo ro n e o  
to  e x p e r ie n c e .
"R eason does n o t r t t a l l y  g e n e r a t e ^ n y  c o n c e p t. The m ost i t  
c a n  do i s  to  f r e e  a  concepX jof th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  from  th e  u n ­
a v o id a b le  l i m i t a t i o n  o f p o ss ib 'i£ / ^ x p e r ie n e o ."  ( C .o f P .R . .  4 3 6 ) . 
I t  has b e m  shown i n  th o ^ /ir& X  C r i t iq u e  t h a t  a l l  o u r o b je c -  
iv e  knowledge o f  n a tu re  depends on i n t u i t i o n  and u n d e rs ta n d in g . 
The human mind c o n ta in s  ttfo e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  e lem en ts  w hich 
p ro d u ce  knowledge o n l jy in  c o n ju n c tio n  w ith  eh^h o t h e r .  How th e s e  
two h e te ro g e n e o u s  e lem ents a r e  made to  do the irV oram on  work has 
a l s o  b een  e x p la in e d . I t  i s  th e  im a g in a tio n  w hich b jjab los us to  
a p p re h en d  a  m ap lfo ld  o f g iv en  i n t u i t i o n s .  Our u n d e rs th M in g  
p ro d u ces  c o n c e p ts . By means o f  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment i t \ i s  
made p o s s /b le  fu r  us to  a p p ly  our co n ce p ts  t o  a a r  in tu i t io n s .  
M oreover, i t  h as  been shown th a t  R eason f r e e s  th e  c o n c e p ts  o f th e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  from  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  i n t u i t i o n s  and thus co n ce rn s
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I  a 00.3 o f  a s u p e r s e n s ib le ,  p u re ly  r a t i o n o l  w o r ld .
0)
An Id e a  o f  Reason I s  a  co n cep t to  w h ich  no I n t u i t i o n  
(^7o p r os e n ta t  i  on o f th e  im a g in a tio n )  can e v e r  h e  a o ^ y ^ J x  ,^ a * -
cfl—l.d-QQL_x?£. Aaan.on Aransnonda th e  - o r  Id  -of-&on&e, th e  w orld—o f
egu.-rfenca... . 0  have hnan..-t old  t h a t  a-:
u n d e rs te n d in g  to  one a n o th e r .a n d _ th n n . de te rra in i^ f-t-ho --B a n l f o l d -
of. p a r t i c u l a r  i n t u i t i o n . ,  .w h ich J jl .-ngpr..ohandoh.-I^.-ihe- i m agin a t io n
o.y-,v.Qana... o f.. th n  ivn i 'rn rs  g,L - ru le s -  o f ... th e - ■■uadosflta n d in g-r— oow j^ in c e
a n  Id e a  o f  Reason tra n sc e n d s  th e  w o rld  o f  s e n s ib l e  i n t u i t i o n s  
-fy^eAre.
i t  may foe d e f in e d  as na  concep t to  w hich  no i n t u i t i o n  ( r e p r e s o i -  
t a t i o n  o f  th e  im a g in a tio n ) can  he a d e q u a te ."  . ( C .o f j . ,  5 1 4 ^
Soi
I t  may seem d i f f i c u l t  to  u n d e rs ta n d  how Z.'ant can  e-p-e&h  o f 
ffcj- am
a e s t h e t i c  Ideasist-a - r e p r e s e n t a t i o n o f  th e  im a g in a tio n  to  w hich
no co n cep t can  e v e r he  a d e q u a te . But i t  i s  p o s s ib le  t o  e x p la in
-fc&i
i t ,  l e t - u s  a s s u m e r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f th o  im a g in a tio n  c o n ta in s  
more th a n  can he c o n ta in e d  in  a c o n c e p t. I n  t h a t  c a s e  lm ag in -
frv/lA.*ci~ /S
a t i o n  £ th e  f a c u l t y  o f ap p reh en d in g  s  e n s ib le  i n t u i t i o n s ^  and 
u n d e r s ta n d in g ^ th e  f a c u l ty  o f c o n c e p t s ^ a r e  a g a in  s e p a ra te d  from  
e ac h  o th e r .  I n  o rd e r  t o  e x p la in  t h i s  to  o u rs e lv e s  wo have  once 
m ore to  tra n c e o n d  th e  w orld  o f e x p e rie n c e  i n  w hich ev e ry  co n cep t 
i s  a d e q u a te  to  i n t u i t i o n s  and ev ery  i n t u i t i o n  to  c o n c e p ts .  fa
lo n g  as we a r e  concerned  w ith  n o th in g  h u t  o b je c t iv e  know ledge o f  
th o  w o rld  o f  se n se  we c a n  r e f e r  every  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f th e
im ag in a tio n * . ^  o - )
C j t " i s  o n ly  a e s th e t i c  im a g in a tio n  w hich i s  r e a l l y  p ro d u c tiv e
and whose r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  may c o n ta in  more th a n  can  h a  com pre­
hended hy any concep t o f th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g . T h is  i s  e x p la in e d
Cl) d- ^  o / 7c<s&  ^ q-Lc*~<K^ r ■Us
by  K ant i n  th e  p a ra g rap h  w hich fo llo w s  th e  p a s sa g e  -wh-tch we
- h a r t r 't o ' Io n  one p o in t  a b o u t w hich wo have  sp o h en  s e v e r a l
t im e s  b e fo r e .  I n  th e  Cri t i q u e  o f  Pu re  R eason K ant d i s t i n ­
g u is h e s  hetvjoen (a )  r e p ro d u c t iv e  im a g in a tio n  w hich  i s  dependen t 
on  e m p ir ic a l  law s of a s s o c i a t io n ,  and  (b )  p ro d u c t iv e  im ag in ­
a t i o n  w hich depends on th e  a  p r i o r i  law s o f  th o  u n d e rs ta n d in g •
 .
H e ith o r  o f  -thei* i s  " f r e e " .  Ther a c a n - :.rcvo:r ~T)e c-o-nta ln o d  mo re
A e s th e t ic  im a g in a t io n  on -the 
o th e r  hand w ith  w hich we a re  h e re  co n ce rn ed  i s  :,f r e o ,r and  t r u l y  
p r o d u c t iv e , T h ^ -e r * ie t , s--lmagination-"Trrod.nce3-“iM>re-.-thaiL-any
j aio rg '-i’!^ however, i^te--piyir±“drhctt'-"mtt»% h e  b o rn e  i n  m ind, 
n am ely , t h a t  th e  im a g in a tio n  b e in g  g m ere ly  sen su o u s  f a c u l t y ,
r e f e r r e d  to  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and i t s  c o n c e p ts . Kant i s  con ­
v in c e d  t h a t  th e r e  i s  alw ays some su c h  r e f e r e n c e .  The a r t i s t
does n o t m erely  im agine so m eth in g . H is  work r e p r e s e n t s  a  c o n - 
('r^ t
c e p t ,  o n ly -th g .t t h i s  concep t i s  an  in d e te rm in a te  one. I n  con­
c e iv in g  i t  th e  a r t i s t  tra h sc e n d s  th e  sp h e re  o f  e m p ir ic a l  n a tu r e .
"The im a g in a tio n  (a s  a  p ro d u c tiv e  f a c u l t y  o f c o g n it io n )  
i s  a  p o w erfu l a g en t f o r  c r e a t i n g ,  a s  i t  w e re , a  second  n a tu r e  
o u t  o f  th e  m a te r ia l  s u p p lie d  t o  i t  by a c tu a l  n a tu r e .  I t  a f f o r d s  
u s  e n te r ta in m e n t where e x p e rien ce  p roves to o  commonplace; and 
we even u se  i t  t o  rem odel e x p e r ie n c e , a lw ays fo l lo w in g , no doubt 
law s t h a t  a r e  based  on a n a lo g y , b u t s t i l l  a l s o  fo l lo w in g  p r i n ­
c ip l e s  w hich have a h ig h e r  s e a t  i n  Reason (an d  w hich a r e  ev e ry
h a v e  j u s t  quoted  I n  o rd e r  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  h i s  argum ent we
X t  J l .lv
m ust i f  i t  i s  to  be c ap a b le  o f c r e a t in g  a n y th in g  d n  some
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w h it  a s  n a tu r a l  to  us as th o se  fo llow ed by th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  
i& l a y in g  h o ld  o f  em pirica l n a tu re ) . By t h i s  means we g e t  a 
s e n s e  o f  o u r freedom from th e  law of a s s o c i a t io n  (w hich  
a t t a c h e s  to  th e  em p irica l employment of th e  im a g in a tio n ) ,
w ith  th e  r e s u l t  t h a t  th e  m a te r ia l  c a n  he "borrowed by us from  
n a tu r e  i n  acco rd an ce  w ith  t h a t  law , b u t be w orked up by us 
i n t o  som eth ing  e ls e  -  nam ely , w hat s u rp a s s e s  n a tu r e . "  ( C .o f  J . , 
3140JT)
" I f ,  now, we a t t a c h  to  a  c o n ce p t a r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  th e  
im a g in a t io n  b e lo n g in g  to  i t s  p r e s e n t a t i o n  ( D a r s te l l im g ) , b u t 
in d u c in g  s o le ly  on i t s  own a cc o u n t su c h  a  w e a l th  o f  th o u g h t 
a s  v/ould n e v e r  adm it o f com prehension  in  a  d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p t,  
a n d , a s  a  consequence , g iv in g  a e s t h e t i c a l l y  an  unbounded ex­
p a n s io n  to  th e  co n cep t i t s e l f ,  th e n  th o  im a g in a t io n  h e re  d i s ­
p la y s  a  c r e a t iv e  a c t i v i t y ,  and i t  p u ts  th e  f a c u l ty  o f  i n t e l l e c ­
t u a l  Id e a s  (R eason) in to  m otion  -  a m o tio n , a t  th e  in s ta n c e  
o f  a  r e p r e s e n ta t io n ,  tow ards an  e x te n s io n  o f th o u g h t,  t h a t ,  
w h ile  germ ane, no d o u b t, to  th e  co n cep t o f  th o  o b je c t ,  exceeds 
w ha t can  be l a i d  h o ld  o f i n  t h a t  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o r  c l e a r l y  ex­
p re s s e d # "  ( C. o f J . , 314^ri
These two p a ssa g es  may show us once more how o lo a r ly  K a n t 's  
th e o ry  o f a r t  i s  co n n ec ted  w ith  h i s  a n a ly s i s  o f a e s t h e t i c  Judg­
m e n ts . He h as t o l d  us a g a in  and .again  i n  th e  " A n a ly tic  o f 
t h e  b e a u t i f u l "  t h a t  to  make a Judgment a b o u t b e a u ty  we must 
r e f e r  i n  some way to  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  a s  b e in g  th e  f a c u l t y  of 
c o n c e p ts .  He now shows th a t  th e  c r e a t iv e  a r t i s t  i f  h e  i s  t o
b e  -eneb-ied-to produce a work o f  a r t  must a l s o  u se  h i s  u n d e r-
e e ty A11 x  •
s ta n d in g ,  t h a t  he  must have a o6noept--o f  M -a work . F u rt h e rmor e-
a r e  t o l d  t h a t  s in c e  th e  in a g in a t io n  o f  th o  a r t i s t  i s  n o t
U n i t e d  t c  any  d e f i n i t e  concept- i t  d i s p la y s  a c r e a t i v e  a c t i v i t y ,  
“h e  r r t t s t ’ s r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f th e  thin** h e  i s  t o  p ro d u ce  c o n ­
t a i n s  more th a n  b e lo n g s  to  i t s  e m p ir ic a l  c o n c e p t. I n  t h i s  
way h i s  im a g in a tio n  ie a d s  th e  a r t i s t  beyond th e  w orld  o f s e n s e .  
He c r e a te s  a second  n a tu r e .  E is  im a g in a tio n  i ;  f r e e '^ inA
th e  s e n s e  t h a t  i t  i s  c .n p lo to ly  in d ep en d en t o f  any c o n c e p t.
On th e  c o n tr a r y  h i s  v: o r  3; e x p re s s e s  more th a n  c a n  be  com prehended
by any e m p ir ic a l  c r  a  r r i o r i  c o n c e r t  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  ."T he
im a g in a t io n  h e re  d is p la y s  a  c r e a t iv e  a c t i v i t y ,  and i t  p u ts
t h e  f a c u l ty  o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  Id e a s  (R eason) i n to  m otion .'*
(C .o f  J . ,  315[)jr\ The fo llo w in g  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  an  a e s t h e t i o
Id e a  w i l l  nor; be  r e a d i ly  u n d e rs to o d . (yU*«v iw ^
nI n  a w ord, th e  a e s t h e t i c  Id e a  i s  a r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  th e
im a g in a t io n , annexed to  a g iv e n  c o n c e p t, w ith  w h ich , i n  th o
f r e e  employment o f im a g in a tio n , such  a m u l t i p l i c i t y  o f  p a r t i a l
r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  a r e  bound up , t h a t  no e x p re s s io n  in d ic a t in g  a
d e f i n i t e  concep t or.n b e  found, f o r  i t  -  one hioh on th a t  account
a llo w s  a  concep t t o  be supp lem en ted  i n  th o u g h t by nuoh th a t  is
in d e f in a b le  i n  w ords, and  th o  f e e l i n g  o f  w hich ou ickons th o
c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s ,  and w ith  la n g u a g e , a s  a  more th in g  o f  th e
l e t t e r ,  b in d s  up th e  s p i r i t  (G o is t)  a l s o . V  ( C .o f J . .  Gl<\)u)
At th e  end o f  tho  f i r s l j p a r t  o f  iJ c o t io n  49 K ant e x p la in s
once more t h a t  i t  i s  a  c e r t a i n  r e l a t i o n  betw een  im a g in a t io n  and 
“* h*
u n d e rs ta n d in g  h ic li  c o n s t i t u to r  g e n iu s . S in e  e^im aginat. io n  o f
- 3 *. i s  n o t r e s t r i c t e d  t o  any dofinito o o n c e p t,
an d  can  by i t s e l f  b r in g  abou t th e  harmony w ith  th o  u n d e rs ta n d in g  
it  c a n  p ro v id e  "a w ea lth  of undeveloped m a te r ia l  f o r  th o  u n d e r­
standing, to which the latter paid no regard in its oonoopt."
( c .o f  J . ,  3 1 7 ^
3 %( .
Tho u n d e rs ta n d in g  can  make uso  o f  t h i s  m a t e r i a l  n o t  s o  much
oh j  e e t i v  s ly  f o r  c o g n it io n  a s  s u b je c t iv e ly  f o r  q u ic k e n in g  th e  
c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  "and lienco a l s o  i n d i r e c t l y - ^ c o g n i t i o n s . "
( I b i d e m  )jp
" I t  may he  se en  th a t  g en iu s  p ro p e r ly  c o n s i s t s  i n  th e  
happy  r e l a t i o n ,  w hioh so ie n c e  cr-nnot te a c h  n o r in d u s t r y  l o a r n ,  
e n a b l in g  one t o  f in d  out Id eas  f o r  a g iv e n  c o n c e p t, a n d , b e s id e s , 
t o  h i t  upon th o  e x p re s s io n  f o r  them  -  th e  e x p re s s io n  by moans 
c f  w hich th e  s u b je c t iv e  m en ta l c o n d i t io n  in d u ced  by t h e  Id e a s  
a s  t h e  co ncom itan t of a  co n cep t may ho com m unicated ." (C . o f . j , , 
317()j0  ~ th ird :  t h a t  n e i th e r  t h i s  n o r  th e  r e s t  o f  th e  f i r s t
p a r t  o f S e c tio n  49 ( re q u ire s  fr-ev; [any e :q? lanat 1 on^and we m y  -^ow- 
t u r n  t o  th e  second  p a r t .
A-y-j
Kant b eg in s  h: b r in g ln ^ o u t  onee^more th o  m ain  p o in ts  o f
r * /t h i s - t h e o r y  o f  th e  g e n iu s . He s t a t e s Ag e n iu s  i s  a  t a l e n t  -fo r a r t
fw DVCfc
n o t  f o r  s c ie n c e  w hich fo llo w s  c l e a r l y  known r u l e s . A T h is  n o in t
C&t<LC**O-J A
h a s^ h e e n  made s u f f i c i e n t l y  c l e a r  b  of o re- (^ e c  above
The second  p o in t  i s  more d i f f i c u l t  . Kant a s s o r t s  t h a t  a
t a l e n t  f o r  a r t  p resu p p o ses a d e f i n i t e  co n cep t o f  th e  p ro d u c t a s
i t s  p u rp o se , '..'hat i s  d i f f i c u l t  i n  t h i s  i s  t h a t  i t  seem s i n -
c o n s i s t e n t  w ith  K a n t 's  fu n d am en ta l d o c tr in e  t h a t  n e i t h e r  our
judgm ents abou t b e a u ty  n o r  th o  p r i n c i p le s  o f a r t i s t i c  p ro d u c t io n
a r e  r e f e r r e d  to  a  d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p t. In  - :<jf e x p o s i t io n  o f
tf.'-oJiA
S e c t io n  48 I  have  a lre a d y  c o rc e v n e d - iy ^ ei f  w i th  t h i s  d i f f i c u l t y  
and  t r i e d  t o  show t h a t  a l l  t h a t  K ant means i s  t h a t  t h e  a r t i s t  
b e in g  a  c o n s c io u s /a c t in g  human b e in g  mu3t h av e  one d e f i n i t e
('f V
p u rp o se  i n  mindywh:ah ■■&. to  g iv e  b e a u ty  t o  h i s  p r o d u c t .  -A » d "fh is  
may be c a l l e d  a  d e f in i t e  co n cep t o f  th e  p ro d u c t a s  a  p u rp o se  
( See above ^
\ j ; a n t  i s  v e ry  f a r  from  m od ify ing  h is  fu n d a m e n ta l p o s i t i o n  t h a t
,  vAf*.- <V*
a  j. though  u n d e rs ta n d in g  i s  an  n e c e s s a ry  c o n d i t io n  o.f^a work o f
s r t  ao ing  p roduced  what i3  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  t h e  v;ork i s  n o t•*y
... d e f i n i t e  co n cep t o r a d e f i n i t e  p u rp o se . T h is  may ho  s e e n  
f r c n  th e  r e s t  o f th o  s e n te n c e ,  Ke»fe- s t a t e s  t h a t  a l th o u g h  
t h e  t a l o n t  for- a r t  p resu p p o ses  u n d e rs ta n d in g  i t  r e q u i r e s  i n  
a d d i t i o n  "a  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  i r .d e f i n i t e  th o u g h  i t  b o j o f  th o  
in a te r- ia l i . o ,  o f  th o  i n t u i t i o n  r e q u i r e d  f o r  th e  p r e s e n ta t i o n0 ~ •) J
(D a r s te l l u a g ) o f  t h a t  concep t and so  a  r e l a t i o n  o f  t h e  iju a g in -  
u t i o n  t o  th e  u n d e rs tan d in g "  (C .o f  J . ,  8 1 7 ^  how we must 
remember t h a t  K ant»a d o c t r in e  i s  t h a t  i t  i s  th o  im a g in a tio n  
w h ich  s u p p l ie s  th e  m a te r ia l  f o r  a  v.ork o f a r t .  Tho c o n ce p t 
o f  th o  u n d e rs tan d in g  i s  p re s e n te d  i n  a n  i n d e f i n i t e  m anner.
The a r t i s t  h im s e lf  can n o t have  p r e c i s e  know ledge o f  t h i s  u a t -  
c r i : . l f jfo r  h i s  im a g in a tio n  g iv e s  him  t. g r e a t e r  w e a lth  o f 
m a te r i a l  th a n  Can he com prised  i n  any d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p t.  T h is  
i s  th e  ra o so n  - th a t a lth o u g h  . th e re  e x i s t s  a  r e l a t i o n  o f  in a g -
Afi
i  mat io n  and u n d e rs ta n d in g  i t  i s  a n  i n d e f i n i t e - o n e .  T h ic  i s
e x p re sse d  once more i n  th e  fo llo w in g  p a s s a g e .
" T h ird ly , i t  d is p la y s  i t s e l f ,  n o t co  much i n  th e  w ork ing  
——‘—  fxvMr*-*
o u t o f  th o  p ro je c te d  !-em  i n  th o  p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f a  d e f i n i t e
c o n c e p t, a s  r a t h e r  i n  th e  p o r t r a y a l ,  o r  e x p r e s s i o n ^  a e s t h e t i c  
Id e c js -d o n t ln in g  a w e a lth  o f  m a te r ia l  f o r  o f f o c t in g  t h a t  i n ­
t e n t i o n .  C onse.iuen tly  th e  im a g in a tio n  is  r e p r e s e n te d  by i t  
i n  i t s  freedom  from  a l l  g u id an ce  o f  r u l e s ,  h u t s t i l l  a s  p u r ­
p o s iv e  f o r  th e  p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  th e  g iv e n  c o n c e p t."  (c . o f  j . .
317JF)
I t  i s  w e ll  to  ramombor h e re  t h a t  K ant h as d e f in e d  an  
a e s th e tic  Idea as "a re p re se n ta tio n  of th e  im agination  which 
induces much thought, y e t w ithout th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  of any d e f ­
i n i t e  thought whatever l . e . ^ concept being adequate to  it."
(C .o f  J » » 314()(7)
:io h a t shown t h a t  im a g in a tio n  i n  p ro d u c in g  a n  a e s t h e t i c  Id e a  
'7'- $*cffud
c r e a t e s ’’ac; i t  v /o re^natu ro  ou t o f  th e  m a t e r i e l  s u p p l ie d  t o  i t  
by  a c t u a l  l i a t u r o ^ C «of J «, 3 1 4 ^  and f u r th e r  t lu i t  su c h  r e p r e ­
s e n t a t i o n s  o f  th o  im a g in a tio n  may ho term ed Id e a s , c h ie f ly  
b e c a u se  "'no co n cep t can  ho w ho lly  a d e q u a te  t o  th e n  a s  i n t e r n a l  
i n t u i t i o n s . ?* ( i b i d , ) I t  in, very  iu jKr:
r~- .
t h a  f act . t ha-^ I l jn t  i s  f i rm ly  c x r / in e o d  t h a t  t h e  in d e te rm in a te  
::ad  in d e te rm in a b le  Iiarmony o f th e  im a g in a tio n  ;.md th e  u n d e r­
s ta n d in g  o f  w hich  th e  a r t i s t  becomes cons c lo u r  a r i s e s  i n  him 
v/hen ho f o o l s  t h a t - h i s  r e p r e s e n t  a t  io n s  c o n ta in  more th a n  can  he 
d a to rn iiiG d  by r u l e s  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g , Kant i i u . i s t s  n o t
o n ly  t h a t  th o re  must bo some re fe re n c e  t o  I he  undero t a b l i n g
<\il, o f-o m OtG
and i t s  r u l e s  b u t  t h a t  th o ro  i s tuo r e - t h ou g h t co n -
yiv 0r( v-< ju(
■t a l n ed  i n  th o  r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  w hich a r e  gx ocludO(r by th o  
a r t i s t * s  im a g in a tio n  th a n  c-..n e v e r  be  m a o  e x p l i c i t  o r  e x ­
p re s s e d  i n  w o rd s , t h i s  i s  w hat g iv e s  l i f o  t o  th e  p ro d u c ts  of 
a r t ,  4M f: f r o e  haarsosgfl-iag o f  im a g in a tio n  and u n d e rs ta n d in g  
an d  i t s  p r i n c i p le  o f  c o n fo rm ity  t o  lav; (G o s e tz m a o s s ig k e lt) 
c a n n o t bo b ro u g h t ab o u t by any obsorvanco  o f  r u l e s ,  i t  b e­
lo n g s  t o  th e  n a tu re  o f th e  in d iv id u a l  a r t i s t  and e x p re s s e s  
i t s e l f  i n  h i s  work i n  an  o r i g in a l  and o:-omvlar-y m anner.
fh o s e  a re  K a n t 's  ov;n w ords: ’’F o u r th ly  pnd l a s t l y  th e
unsough t and undesigned  s u b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv e n ee a  in  t h e  f r e e  
h a rm o n iz in g  o f  tho  im a g in a tio n  w ith  th o  u n d ers tan d in g *  s co n - 
fo rm it ,  t o  law  p resupposes a p ro p o r t io n  and  a c c o rd  b e tw een  th e s e  
f a c u l t i e s  such  as canno t bo b ro u g h t ab o u t by any  observance of 
r u l e s ,  w hether o f sc ie n c e  o r m ech an ica l im ita t io n , b u t can  only 
bo p roduced  by th e  n a tu re  o f  th e  i n d iv id u a l ,
"Genius, according to th ese  p r e su p p o s it io n s , i e  th e  exem-
3  9 - if ,
p l a r y  o r i g i n a l i t y  o f th o  n a tu r a l  endowments o f  a n  i n d iv id u a l  
i n  th o  free^o& ploym ent o f h i s  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s .  On t h i s  
sh o w in g , th o  p ro d u c t o f  a gen iu s ( i n  r e c j je c t  o f so much i n  
t h i s  p ro d u c t a s i s  a t t r i b u t a b l e  to  g e n iu s , and  n o t t o  p o s s ib le  
l o o m in g  o r  academ ic i n s t r u c t i o n )  in  an  exam ple , n o t f o r  im i­
t a t i o n  ( f o r  t h a t  would mean th e  lo s s  o f  t h e  e le m e n t o f  g e n iu s ,  
and  ■]u s t  th e  v e ry  s o u l  o f th o  i .o rk ) ,  b u t  t o  bo fo l lo w e d  by 
a n o th e r  g e n iu s  -  one whom i t  a ro u s e s  t o  a  s e n s e  o f  h i s  own 
o r i g i n a l i t y  in. p u t t in g  freedom  from  th e  c o n s t r a i n t  o f  r u l e s  
so  in to  f o r c e  i n  h i s  a r t ,  t h a t  f o r  a r t  i t s e l f  a now r u l e  i s  
T.'f n  -  w hich i s  what shows a t a l e n t  t o  b e  e -e m p la ry , ( C- Xj 3/(f,^
S o c tio n  50 .
I n  t h i s  s e c t io n  th e  l a s t  of th e  "A n a ly tic  o f  a e s t h e t i c
j f  -*«
Judgm ent" w ith  which-we s h a l l  © o n e ^ rif-e u ra ^ iv e s jth e  q u e s t io n
i s  r a i s e d  w hether t a s t e  o r g e m u s  i s  more e s s e n t i a l  i n  m a tte r s  
o f  f i n e  a r t .  Kant sa y s  t h a t  t h i s  i s  th e  same a s  t o  a s k  whe­
t h e r  more tu rn s  upon im a g in a tio n  o r  Judgm ent. I t  i s  e a sy  to  
se e  why he  b e lie v e s  t h i s .  lie h as p o in te d  ou t t h a t  g e n iu s  i s  
th e  f a c u l ty  o f c o n ce iv in g  a e s t h e t i c  I d e a s .  F u r th e r  t h a t  a e s ­
t h e t i c  Id e a s  a r e  r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  o f  th e  im a g in a t io n . I4orr -t ha t  
T o  d e c id e  w hether th e s e  r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  harm on ise  w ith  th e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  and i t s  p r in c ip le  o f c o n fo rm ity  to  law  Judgm ent 
i s  r e o u iro d . This fo llo w s  from  what has been  s a id  th ro u g h o u t 
th e  "A n a ly tic  o f  $  e s th e t ic  Judgm ent". I t  has b een  shown th a t  
i t  i s  o u r f a c u l ty  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgment w hich makes us con­
c e iv e  th e  in d e te rm in a te  harmony o f im g in a t io n  and u n d e rs ta n d ­
in g .  A Judgment of t a s t e  i s  a  p ro d u c t o f  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  Ju d g ­
ment and from  t h i s  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  th e  a r t i s t  h im s e l f ^ i f  h e  i s  
to  b e  a b le  to  d ec id e  w hether h i s  product conforms to  t h e  r e q u i r e -
SfriT-
m onts o f  t a s t e  m ust employ t h i s  f a c u l t y .
J ib u ti o answ er t o  th e  q u e s t io n  a s  t o  w h e th e r g e n iu s  o r
ll jte
t a s t e ,  im a g in a tio n  o r Judgm ent, -are  more im p o r ta n t  i n  m a t te r s  
0 1  f i n e  a r t  i s  c o n tin u e d  in  th e  fo l lo w in g  p a s s a g e .  hq
"liov/, im a g in a tio n  r a t h e r  e n t i t l e s  a n  a r t  to  h e  c a l l e d  a n  
i n s p i r e d  (g e is tr e fe h e ) th a n  a  f i n e  . . a r t . I t  i s  o n ly  i n  r e s p e c t  
of judgm ent t h a t  tho name o f f i n e  art i s  d e s e rv e d . Heneo i t  
follows t h a t  judgment, "being tho in d is p e n s a b le  c o n d i t io n  ( c o n - 
d l t l o  s in e  qua n o n ) , i s  a t  l e a s t  w hat one must lo o k  t o  as o f 
c a p i t a l  im portant©  i n  fo rm in g  an  e s t im a te  o f  a r t  as  f i n e  a r t .  
to  f a r  a s  beau ty  i s  co n ce rn e d , t o  be  f e r t i l e  and o r i g i n a l  i n  
i d e a s  i s  n o t  such  an  im p e ra tiv e  re q u ire m e n t a s  i t  i s  t h a t  th o  
im a g in a tio n  i n  i t s  freedom  s h o u ld  be i n  a cc o rd a n c e  w ith  th e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g * e  c o n fo rm ity  to la w . lor i n  la w le s s  freedom  
im a g in a tio n , w ith  all i t s  w e a lth , produces n o th in g  b u t n o n se n se ; 
t h e  power o f  judgm ent, on th e  o th e r  h an d , i s  t h e  f a c u l ty  t h a t  
B iates i t  consonan t w ith  u n d e rs ta n d in g . i! ( C .o f J . , S is y ^
n w i l l  nnt:- h n -..rn ^ - i^ -u n 4 e rn i-o n d . .re-teay--now-• 1  oav-e
t  h a «
f£ J r x* l-Fi-o-.v/' ft-** /TK^iyUc 5] 'jt-mOLh: Jud J ivOW J. -fitU."vS6< t'Ae„ /-Ok-eUy
hope -4&crb-I have eucceodod i n  show ing t h a t  K an t’s  d o c t r i n e  o f
a r t  and a r t i s t  a g re es  i n  every  d e t a i l  w ith  h is  a n a ly s i s  o f 
A' fit»J !v f ill- k&sjS
judgm ents o f t a s t e  and on 'fcfcrr -a t e l y sl 's o r  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f
Judgment Kent fo llo w s  p r e c i s e ly  t h e  same p r i n c i p l e s .
   •“
T here  i s  y e t  a n o th e r  I  sh o u ld  l i k e  t o  m en tio n . W hile
re a d in g  K ent’ s  e x p o s i t io n  of Judgm ents o f  t a s t e  th e  r e a d e r  i s
<K7b &/■ i'J-Q? %£££&!&■-■
a p t  t o  f o r g e t  e. v e ry  im p o rtan t p o i n t ^ . - H o m a y eas U y  fo rg o t
■*■  . . . -   ............
, j, [ lt)1 i | - n th e  I n t r o d u c t io n ,  t h a t  a l l  o u r  Judg ­
m ents ab o u t b eau ty  p o in t  t o  som eth ing  beyond th e  w o rld  o f  aense^
3 k  .
o l ^ n .  • • n j ^ " 0  u X i f i u  f o  ('."Ci.-v
t o -  t h e ■ super  pons i -b l-e. Kirrfc K ant ■ d&&4 e  e*?-' h e - d
i n  t h e  I n t r o d u c t  i  on agr-ln. a r id-ag s-ia . Ho Sh j6 p o in to d  c u t  t h a t  
a e s t h e t i c  judgm ents r e s t  upon th o  Id e a  o f  & fflecfcniquo o f n a tu r e  
w hich  r e f e r  n a tu r a l  o b je c ts  t o  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  p r i n c i p l e .  I
YU.cU~ Ka m I- ciii-Uh^c^jp C~\C( L tu\~, ci \1 1 >  'y r- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
t h i n i  i t  i o c iu ite '-±n to n t4 ^ tg ril7 -j^tet-H^it--<jWer~Tttrfc--^-ae-2i / t h i s
p ro b lem  i n  th e  ‘"A naly tic '’^  Jfor b e fo re  p ro c e e d in g  w i th  th e
d i s c u s s io n  o f  h i s  p rob lem  he h as t o  show t h a t  n o t o n ly  th e
b o u n t i f u l  p ro d u c ts  o f  n a su ro  b u t a l s o  th e  worfcs 03? f i n e  a r t
p o in t  t o  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  p r i n c i p l e .  2h iu  haa^S eea  done! now. j
K ant lias shown u s t h a t  th e  a r t i s t r « im a g in a tio n  m ust t r a n s c e n d
t h e  w o rld  o f  n a tu r e ,  t h a t  i t  c r e a te s  a  second  n a tu r e  ou t of
th e  one t h a t  i s  g iv e n  t o  h im , t h a t  h e  p o s s e s s e s  a  f a c u l t y  of
c o n c e iv in g  a e s th e t i c  I d e a s ,  Anyone who Known■ t tnytli.ii.ng-t-dr-e-ufc
‘f r  •• u se© nden ta l Ju iilo sophy  w i l l  se e  a t  once t h a t  i n  c o n c e iv in g
a n  **Idea<r ( I d e e ) th e  human mind n e c e s s a r i l y  t r a n s c e n d s  t h e  w o rld
o f  ,,qiisa , i . e . th e  w o rld  t o  w hich a l l  o u r o b j e c t iv e  Iztovrledgo 
.1
i s  l im i te d .
The prob lem  t o  bo d is c u s s e d  i n  th e  " D ia le c t i c  o f  a e s t h e t i c  
Judgm ent" i s :  How a r e  judgm ents p o s s ib le  which n e c e s s a r i l y  r e f e r  
t o  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  p r in c ip le ,a n d  how a r c  o b je c ts  pos.- i b l e  w hich
c o rre sp o n d  to  th e s e  judgm ents?
x-p«>fioK $  r  •
D ia le c t ic  of a e s t h e t i c  Ju dgm en t,
 . . . . . . .  .
flhat K ant’ s problem  i s  and what h e  u n d e rs ta n d s  by a  "D ia ­
l e c t i c  o f a e s th e t ic  Judgment" i s  c l e a r l y  s t a t e d  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n .
US^ Lsrd-, ^3
We s h a l l  have fo l lo w  h is  a rg u m en t. I t  ru n s
a s  f o l lo w s .
I f  th e r e  i s  to  be a  " D ia le c t ic "  o f  th o  f a c u l ty  o f Judgment^ 
t h e  Judgments concerned must la y  c la im  t o  a  p r io r i  u n iv e r sa l
v a l i d i t y ,  I t  a u o t bo a - s p e c i f i c  k in d  o f  Judgm ent w hich g iv e s  
r i s e  t o  t h e  D ia le c t i c ,  nam ely , r a t i o n a l i s in g -  Judgm ent (v e rn u esrft-  
e l n d ) . A e s th e t ic  judgm ents abou t th e  p le a s a n t  b e in g  p u re ly  
s u b j e c t iv e  and  n o t  la y in g  any c la im  t o  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  or
n e c e s s i t y  call n e v e r p roduce a  D i a l e c t i c ,  i . e .  t h e r e  c a n  n e v e r  
b e  in v o lv e d  i n  th e  p ro p o s i t io n s  w hich  a r e  seem in g ly  o r a c t u a l l y  
in c o m p a tib le  w ith  one a n o th e r  j  ^for v:e c peak  oi'A d i a l e c t i c a l  
o p p o s i t io n  of two p ro p o s i t io n s  i n  th e  ev en t o f o u r b e in g  co n ­
f r o n te d  w ith  two p ro p o s i t io n s  w hich  b o th  c la im  a b s o lu te  u n iv e r ­
s a l  n e c e s s i ty  and v a l i d i t y  anc^soon  o r  a r e  c o n t r a d ic to r y  t o  ono 
a n o th e r .
A p u re ly  s u b je c t iv e  judgm ent w i l l  n e v e r  l e a d  up t o  o b je c ­
t i v e  p ro p o s i t io n s  ( i . e .  p r o p o s i t io n s  w hich c la im  u n iv e r s a l  
v a l i l i t y  f o r  every judging- s u b j e c t )j  t e e  i r r e c o n c i l a b i l i t y  
o f  w hich would g iv e  r i s e  t o  a  " D i a l e c t i c " , "Hence th e r e  la  
n o th in g  d i a l e c t i c a l  i n  th e  i r r e c o n c i l a b i l i t y  o f  a e s t h e t i c  ju d g ­
m ents o f  sen se  (upon th e  p lo a s a n t  and th e  u n p le a s a n t ) ."  (C .o f  J .
As re g a rd s  th e  o th e r  k ind  o f a e s t h e t i c  judgments^ T  judgm ents 
o f  t a s t e  ^ ju d g m e n ts  abou t th e  b e a u t i f u l ) -  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  th o  
s u b je c t iv e  elem ent i n  them c a n n o t p roduce  a  " D ia l e c t i c " .  I n  so 
f a r  a s  a  judgm ent about th e  b e a u t i f u l  i s  co n ce rn e d  w ith  n o th in g  
b jtt th o  s u b je c t iv e  f e e l in g s  o f th e  in d iv id u a l  w dteh  makes auoh 
a  judgm ent th e  i r r e c o n c i l a b i l i t y  o f  d i f f e r e n t  judgm ents made by 
d i f f e r e n t  in d iv id u a ls  w i l l  n o t le a d  to  a  D ia le c t i c ^  ^ o r  e v e ry  
ju d g in g  s u b je c t  i s  concerned  w ith  h i s  oxm judgm ent a lo n e  and
O - I ^ v  . . .
i f  c ither poraone-* judgment^ c o n t r a d ic t  x t y  t h i s  i s  o f  no i n t e r e s t  
a t  q11# judgment lo  l a i d  down as., a p u re l y oub jec-b iTO ju d g -
TnftTit, i..H j—iff n jb fl,iiiil!iT1^  f i t r  f-'. 'Vfi'l'ld b illy  fui" «  i.4i» hT^ -w.
i f f .
u o t  T o r h th 'crrr; T hw u  l/.UTS- iy ^ T (ia^ ~ _jTid£jt2«at3
may --h ^ v d r-v a r ia n c-e ' wi t h  ■Tr a r—own?-----daid-guyt-t -h er e--ffiil3r-3terb~bo—
. a  - :'-i)inI g c t i c it';
. o ^ ^ q -^j^giucht , \ ; o  aoe  t h a t  I t  ia  onl.. t h o i r  c la im s  to  
m iv a rc -a l  v a l i d i t y ,  i . e .  t h e i r  " o b je c t iv e "  e lem en t o r  p r i n -
("WO (JL w'-fl. -*
c ip JO y v h ich  may lm p lif la to  Judgm ents o f  t a s t e  i n  a  !] 3 i a l e c t l e i!. 
i i i t t t  s a y s ;  "Hence th e  on ly  c o n ce p t l e f t  to  as o f  a  d i a l e c t i o  
a f f o c t i n g  t a s t e  i s  0:10 o f a d i a l e c t i c  o f tlxe C r i t i q u e  o f  t a s t e  
( n o t  o f t a s t e  i t s e l f }  i n  r e s p e c t  o f i t s  p r i n c i p l e s :  f o r ,  on 
t h e  q u e s t io n  o f  th e  ground o f th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  jn d c ro n ts  of 
t a s t e  i n  u o n e ra l ,  m u tu a lly  c o n f l i c t i n g  c o n c e p ts  n a t u r a l l y  and 
u n a v o id a b ly  m ale t h e i r  a p p e a ra n c e ."  ( C .o f J . , 337JT)
W hat-doas -t h i o rman ?  The C r i t iq u e  o f t a s t e  as:,: r e s o lv e d  
t a s t e  i n t o  i t s  e le m e n ts , V/e have  d is c o v e re d  t h a t  th e r e  i s  
i m p l i c i t  i n  ev ery  judgm ent o f t a s t e  a  s u b je c t iv e  and  a n  o b je c ­
t i v e  p r i n c i p l e .  The a n a ly s i s  o f jaugm ents o f  t a s t e  h a s  r o -  
V G a lo d ^ S T W  th o  one h a n d le r  o r  y  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  i s  l a i d  
down a s  a  m erely  e u b je c t iv o  judgm ent a  judgm ent a b o u t th e  
p le a s u re  f e l t  b; th e  ju d g in g  s u b je c t  and on th e  o t h e r ,  t h a t  
e v e ry  Judgment o f  t a s t e  i s  l a i d  'ftcrvu as a n  " o b je c t iv e "  ju d g ­
m ent i f  wo u n d e rs tan d  by th e  o b j e c t i v i t y  o f  a  judgm ent i t s  
-±6g£j*ig C laim  to  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y .  _ \iiow  i t  i s  p o s s ib l e  t h a t  
i n  co n sid erin g - t iio  two s i l o s  o f  th o  judgm ent wo may coneludo  
fro m  i t s  f i r s t  p e c u l i a r i t y  t h a t  i t  id  a  p u re ly  s u b je c t iv o  ju d g ­
ment ( f i r s t  concep t o f  th e  judgm ent and  from  th o  seco n d  p o c u l-  
i a r i t y  t h a t  i s  p u re ly  o b je c tiv o  (seco n d  concep t o f  th o  ju d g ­
m e n t) . The two ooneep ts c o n tr a d ic t  each  o th e r .  They a re  
b a se d  upon i r r e c o n c i l a b l e  p r i n c i p l e s . T here  a r i s e s  a n  a n t i ­
nomy o f  th e  p r in c ip le s  o f th e  judgm ent w hich makes -U - d o u b tfu l
t h e i r  p o s s i b i l i t y  The appesraxioe o f  euch  a n  aiatincny- w ould 
r a i s e  th e  q u e s t io n  ox th e  ground o f th o  p o s s i b i l i t y  c f  ju d g ­
m ents o f t a s t e  i n  g e n e ra l .
"The t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  C r i t iq u e  o f  t a s t e  w i l l ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  
o n ly  in c lu d e  a p a r t  c a p a b le  o f  b e a r in g  th o  name o f  a  d i a l e c t i c  
o f  t h e  a e s t h e t i c  judgm ent i f  we f in d  an  antinom y o f  t h e  p r i n ­
c i p l e s  o f t h i s  f a c u l ty  w hich th row s doubt upon i t s  c o n fo rm ity  
t o  la w , and hence  a ls o  upon i t s  in n o r  p o s s i b i l i t y , ” ( C .o f  J . 33T )
S e c tio n  5 6 .
How i s  th e r e  su ch  a  n e c e s sa ry  antinom y o f  t a s t e ?  K ant*s 
answ er i s  i n  th e  a f f i r m a t i v e ,  lie a rg u e s  a s  f o l lo w s .
T here  cscists a  commonplace re g a rd in g  t a s t e .  Wo s a y :
h . , ,  _ ..   <o .livery  ono h a ir  h i  s  cv.n t a s t e ,  A -p or oca. whom wo re p ro a c h  w ith  
h a v in g  no t a s t e  nay answ er usyand 4».-fcc r i g h t l y  ^ t h a t  a judgm ent 
o f  t a s t e  i s  a  p u re ly  s u b je c t iv e  judgm ant, a judgm ent a b o u t th e  
f e e l i n g s  o f th e  in d iv id u a l  p e rso n  who makes i t  a b o u t h i s  g r a t i f i ­
c a t i o n  o r p: i n  ( vorgnuegen und bchnerss) and t h a t  t h e r e f o r e  a 
judgm ent o f  t a s t e  has no r i g h t  t o An e c e s sa ry  a g ro o n o u t o f  o th e r s .
But th e r e  i s  ^et*  a n o th e r  commonplace t o  w hich ever, th o se  
a g re e  who do n e t dory t h e  r i g h t  o f th e  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  to  
u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y .  I t  may be s t a to d  th u s ;  ’T here  i s  no d i s ­
p u t in g  ( d i s p u t ic r c n )  ab o u t t s c t o . "  \*tew X t  i s  obv ious t h a t  th e
Vt-vvo ■ i  •  .two do i n  no way c o n tra a x c t  one a n o th e r .  On th o
c o n tr a ry  th e  second  nay b e  re g a rd e d  as th e  n e c e s s a ry  consequence  
c f  th e  f i r s t  p o m  th e  f a c t  t h a t  o v e r y en s  h as h i s  own t a s t e  
i t  c an  and i n  f a c t  must be i n f e r r e d  t h a t  th e r e  con be  no d is p u t­
in g  ab o u t t a s t e
(IT -------- ---------
Ein jed er  h at se in en  eigenen Geschaaek.
Jf A - btr'frfclv-1 ' fy'-C'J' I 7**- ifr.,
M a *  y ^ u lv^7/ ^ 4  o ^ fu ,y L  r v / .H /
gu t  -jgoram m  c u u ld  b e  mude- to  ag r e es  t h e  ju d g m en ts  a r e  b a s e d  
u p o n  in d o to r d i n a t e  c o n c e p ts ,  t o  w hich  th e y  may bo r e f e r r e d .  ~ r t2L
'U^O
th u s  i s  su p p o se d  th e  ju d g m en ts  o f  t a s t e  a r c  n o t  h e ld  t o  bo
J tjtM  i t
p u r e ly  s u b je c t iv e *  ± t  i s  a d m it te d  t h a t ,  dee  i s  io n s  a b ou t  -tizo 
qu e s t i on  a s  t c  -wfe&fo- o b je c ts  a r e  t o  b e  ju d g e d  t o -b-e- b e a u t i f u l
tfudgm aatij o f  t a s t e  may b e  r i g h t  o r  v /rong. I t  may b e  im p o s s ib le
uitu* <1 luiAU?.
t o  d e c id e  by p r o o f s  4 ^ th e y  a r e  b u t  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t c  -e o n t-end. 
e*fovJ~
( s t r e i t o r . )  t h e  m t t c r . a & d  t o - '-o . '.,crel- y /ith
1/ho.t K ant b o l io v  ... t o  bo th e  d f . t t in g -t  .i.on b e tw e e n  u-e^ -t -en -  f  
t i or - ( S t r a i t e n )  and  d i s p u t e ^ ( h i a p u t i e r e n )  may b e  s e e n  fro m  th e  
f o l lo w in g  p a ssa g e * , c*l)
^ r i ’o r  th o u g h  c o n te n t io n  and  d i s p u te  h a r e  t h i s  p o in t  i n  
common, t h a t  t h e y  a im  a t  b r i n g in g  ju d g m en ts  i n t o  a c c o rd a n c e  o u t 
o f  and  by  m eans o f  t h e i r  m u tu a l o p p o s i t io n ;  y e t  th e y  d i f f e r  i n  
t h e  l a t t e r  h o p in g  t o  e f f e c t  t h i s  fro m  d e f i n i t e  c o n c e p ts ,  a s  
g ro u n d s  o f  p r o o f ,  a n d ,  c o n s e q u e n t ly ,  a d o p tin g  o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p ts  
a s  g ro u n d s  o f  t h e  j u d g m e n t ( C . o f  3 . .  3-’8 ^ r)
E a n t g o es  on  t o  e x p l a i n  t h a t  i t  i s  o b v io u s  t h a t  b e tw een
lV©N^*f tivV^
t h e  two ^^oaawap laooo  an  in te r m e d ia t e  p r o p o s i t i o n  i s  m is s in g .
I t  i s ( a l t h o u g h  n o t  e x p l i c i t l y  a a c e r t e d ) v i r t u a l l y  c o n ta in e d  i n
t h e  s e c o n d  ooaSo^Tp±rct>. 11 may b e  f o rm u la te d  t h u s :  T h o re  may b e
e-ontrantdron a b o u t t a s t e .  I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h i s  f l a t l y  c o n t r a d i c t s
th e  f i r s t  ooBsaes’^ d r e e  v /h ioh  r e g a r d e d  t a s t e  a s  p u r e ly  s u b j e e t i v o j
f e ?  t h e r e  i s  im p lie d  i n  i t  t h a t  ju d g m en ts  o f  t a s t e  p o s s e s s  more
I fa t
t h a n  m e re ly  p r i v a t e  v a l i d i t y .  I f  we ad m it a  judgm en t o f  t a s t e
may b e  by  o t h e r s ,  we co n ced e  t o  a  c e r t a i n  amount o f
A
Q b j e o t i v i t y  and u n i v e r s a l i t y .  I n  t h i s  way th e  a n tin o m y  o f  t a s t e
H.NAA^.UW* ,j
i s  b ro u g h t  a b o u t .  From t h e  f i r s t  e.otss«o'ii? 4 e » s  th r-com ri-w rfon-- h
ftflLCrwtf
V-
t h a t  judgm ents o f t a s t e  aro^^iased upon-no e o n eo p ts  a t  a l l ,  
- th a t  from  th e  second, t h a t  th e y  a re  based, upon c o n c e p ts ,
"The p r in c ip le  o f  t a s t e  th e r e f o r e  e x h ib i t s  th o  fo l lo w in g  
a n tin o m y : (1 ) T h e s is ; th e  Judgment o f  t a s t e  i s  n o t  b a sed  upon 
c o n c e p ts ;  f o r ,  i f  i t  w ere , i t  would bo op on to  d is p u te  ( d e c i s ­
io n  by neans o f p r o o f s ) ,  (2 ) A n t i t h e s i s ; th o  judgm ent o f 
t a s t e  i s  based  on c o n c e p ts ;  f o r  o th e rw is e , d e s p i te  d i v e r s i t y  
o f  judgm en t, th e r e  co u ld  bo no room even f o r  c o n t e n t i on  in  
t h e  m a tte r  (a  c la im  to  th o  n e c e s s a ry  agreem en t o f  o th e r s  w ith  
t h i s  ju d g m e n t)."  ( C. o f J . ,  338 , 339|)jr)
S e c tio n  57.
K ant*s s o lu t io n  o f th e  antinom y o f  t a s t e  fo l lo w s  a s  we 
m igh t expect^  th e  same p r i n c i p le s  a s  h i s  s o l u t io n  o f  th o  
t h e o r e t i c a l  and p r a c t i c a l  a n tin o m ie s  in  th e  f i r s t  two C r i t -  
iq u e s .  We ^ remember t h a t  Kant s o lv e s  th e  t h e o r e t i c a l  a n tin o m ­
i e s  by show ing  ^ t he  c o n t r a d ic t io n  betw een  two a p p a re n t ly  i n ­
c o m p a tib le  p ro p o s i t io n s  a r i s e s  from  th o  f a c t  t h a t  th o  o b je c t  
to  w hich th e  r r o p o s i t io n s  r e f e r  i s  n o t ta3con i n  th e  same s e n s e .  
-Sty Ion,- as t h i s  i3  no t r e a l i s e d  th e  two r r o p o s i t io n s  m u t
7o
n e c e s s a r ily /  seem in c o m p a tib le . ..-e-ma y , f  o r  4 n s t a n e e ,■ rem in d 
ou re-e lre rr-o f th e  t h i r d  antinom y o f t h e o r e t i c a l  R eason ( th e
f&K.m/- JiLtruJ$
antinom y b e t w e e n  freedom  and c a u s a l i ty )* .— - l t - h & e ~ b e e n - e h e w n  
t h a t  t h o  t h e s i s  o f  th o  a n t in o m y  wiiich a s s o r t s  th e  e x i s t e n c e  
o f  f r e e d o m  r e f e r s  to  t h e  w orld  re g a rd e d  a s  a  th in g  i n  i t s e l f  
and  th e  ' A n t i t h e s i s  (w hich d e n ie s  freedom  and does n o t  a llo w
ja>- di&ev
o f  -rav .o th e r - '- r in c ip le  th a n  n a tu r a l  c a u s a l i t y  r e f e r s  t o  th e  
^  ~ ^  Ai ^  /W*® /< cJjO
w o rld  o f a p p e a ra n c e s . W^-feave zb ro  s e e n  4 h * t  Kent; b e l ie v e s
(<!*/■
th a t  th e  sem blance of in c o m p a tib ility  -ef" th e  two propos­
i t io n s  i s  n a t u r a l  and unavoidable. Bvery human Reason must, 
accord in g  to  i t s  very nature^arrive a t  seem in gly  Incom patib le
J?2  .
p r o p o s i t i o n s .  T here i s  no o th o r  way o f  s o lv in g  th e  a n t i -
(P4 yv*L
nornies th a n  t o  apply^ 'the  fundam en ta l t  r a n s e s n d e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e
a c c o rd in g  to  which th e  w orld  o f  e m p ir ic a l  o h ja c ts  i s  r e g a rd e d
a s  a  w orld  o f  mere ap p ea ran ces as d i s t i n c t  from  th e  w o rld  o^
( 1)
th in g s  i n  th e m se lv e s .
T h a t Kant  app iiros t h e - &eae-^jgi-nc ip la - f .o r  T h e  s o l u t io n
W  f'U'a /l-jL \rCT UASP /,'U-wKllW  ^.
o f  t h e  antinom y o f  t a s t e  4 f e y o  oon, -f gejft-the-^f -e l l orrlng 
p»«eeger.
"T here  i s  no p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  rem oving th e  c o n f l i c t  o f  t h e  
above p r i n c i p l e s ,  w hich u n d e r l ie  ev ery  Judgm ait o f  t a s t e  (an d  
w h ich  a r e  only  th e  two p e c u l i a r i t i e s  o f th e  Judgm ent o f  t a s t e  
p r e v io u s ly  s e t  o u t i n  th e  A n a ly t ic )  e x ce p t by show ing  t h a t  t h e  
c o n c e p t t o  w hich th e  O bject i s  made to  r e f e r  i n  a  Judgm ent o f  
t h i s  k in d  i s  n o t ta k e n  in  th e  same se n se  i n  b o th  maxims o f  th e  
a e s t h e t i c  Judgm ent; t h a t  t h i s  doub le  s e n s e , o r p o in t  o f v iew , 
i n  our e s t im a te , i s  n e c e s sa ry  f o r  o u r power o f  t  r a n s e e n d e n ta l  
Judgm ent; and t h a t  n e v e r th e le s s  th e  f a l s e  a p p e a ra n c e  a r i s i n g  
from  th e  c o n fu s io n  o f  one w ith  th o  o th o r  i s  c. n a t u r a l  i l l u s i o n ,
and  so  u n a v o id a b le ,"  ( C. o f J . ,  359^f7)
We -rifteaber  uhat ^ th e  two p e c u l i a r i t i e s  o f  She judgm ent^ cf 
t a s t e  a r e .  ( a )  "The Judgment o f  t a s t e  d e te rm in e s  i t s  o b je c t  
i n  r e s p e c t  o f  d e l ig h t  (a s  a  t h i n  o f  b e a u ty  w ith  a  c la im  t o  th e  
agreem ent o f  everyone  J u s t  as i f  i t  w ere o b j e c t i v e . ” (G .o f  j . .  
283Qf7\ (b /  p ro o fs  a r e  o f no a v a i l  w h a tev er f o r  d e te rm in in g  th e  
Judgm ent o f  t a s t e  and i n  t h i s  connex ion  m a t te r s  s ta n d  J u s t  as
th e y  would were t h a t  Judgm ent-m erely s u b j e c t iv e . "  (C .o f  J . .
X tL
The o rd o r o fAtwo p r in c ip le s  i s  re v e r s e d  in  th e  " D ia le c t ic "  
o f  a e s th e t i c  Judgm ent. I t  i s  th e  th e s is  of th e  antinomy w hich
(1) See above,
d e c la r e s  th e  Judgment o f  t a s t e  t o  "bo -w ib je c t iv e lfn o t  based
a.
upon any c o n c e p t!  and th e  -A n tith es is  which regards i t  as 
o h J e c t lY e ^ a s e d  upon d e f in i t e  con cep ts^ .
The q u e s t io n  w hich we have  t o  answ er i s :  I s  i t  r e a l l y
t r u e  t h a t  th e  Judgment o f t a s t e  m ust-be  e i t h e r ^ r e f e r r e d  to  
no co n cep t a t  a l l  o r  t o  a  d e f i n i t e  c o n ce p t?  I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  
i f  th e  Judgment o f  t a s t e  i s  t o  b e  v a l i d  a t  a l l  &  i t s  c la im  t o  
u n i v e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  i s  t o  have any m eaning, i t  m ust have r e f e r -  
e iice  t o  some s o r t  o f  c o n c e p tf'7T -&ew a c c o rd in g  t o  t r a n s c e n d e n ­
t a l  p r i n c i p l e s ,  i t  i s  q u i te  p o s s ib le  t o  a llo w  t h a t  t h e  Judgm ent 
o f  t a s t e  r e f e r s  t o  a  concep t even i f  t h i s  co n cep t be  e s s e n ­
t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from  th e  co n ce p ts  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  ( c a t e ­
g o r i e s  i s  a s s e r te d  i n  th e  t h e s i s  t h a t  t h e  Judgm ent r e ­
f e r s  t o  no co n cep t and  in  th e  a n t i t h e s i s  t h a t  t h e r e i s  s uch a
ft, O' Ci>-uc
r e f e r e n c e  Im p lie d  i n  th o  Judgm ent. Both a r e  t r u e  end f a l s e
A K *  t f  A />
- in -a - s o n s * . I t  i s  a  s p e d  f ic ^ p o n c e p t t o  w hich th e  Judgm ent o f
t a s t e  r e f e r s ,  v i z an  in d e te rm in a te  concep t^ 'W  -ft- i s  n o t t r u e  
t h a t  every  co n cep t must b e  n e c e s s a r i ly  d e te rm ined  and d e t e r ­
m in ab le  . T here  may b e  flowery*ft u M rh  a re  1 n t r l r i - 1 n ^ l 1y _ a n -
et.-x hj u-t
d e te r m ined a n d -4ndo to ra i na b l o ♦ -l ...adncflpt n f  t.h n-u a dor s t a n a -
11 cc'-'Aai /•<_ A y ,
* ta g -  1-J l>y i t s  n a tu rd - a  d e te rm in a te  c o n c e p t i t  h as  b een  shown 
i n  t h e  C r i t iq u e  o f P u re  Reason th a t -  i t  i s  -the- f u n c t io n  e* -Aho 
c o n o e rtv  midai clumMav: t o  d e te rm in e  I n t u i t i o n s  j p i d i e r
to  be  de te rm ined  by them . .
(V3 Qo k r  »  A w ? ?  fl-  b y r , - a ^  «, / 3 ( T z t £ c ^ x _ ,
nr ,in7.o+.nn^irif, i d iather^-A «-T in-T r^m dold--er-ftg---em plxlgiil,.acB i-
*7 ciruce/}/- ^ r€    .  f c j  ^
c o v tj-  i c  a d e te rm in a te  and  de t e r m inable concept .  .fa - au a t  n o t
g a r g e t  f'hoviev or- t h a ir - f l r - f r n u 3o beett- s hornr-lir thr?--hr4t-tque---of
r u ro P.oao e ^ thatr tho v a l id i t y  and u n iv e r s a l ity  o f  th e  o oncq/^Er**
o f  th e  understanding i s  H a lt e d  t e  th e  world o f  se n a e . y -
3 f t .
To t u  /mwcm  tout*#1/"
^ a c q u ir e  know ledge o f t h i s  w o rld  %  &-et -ega&^ag-€Hftr s e n s i b l e
i n t u i t i o n s  "by zaoanc o f  c o n c e p ts . And y e t  th e s e  c o n c e p ts  a r e
d e v o id  o f  r . l l  m ean ing^  u n le s s  th o y  a r e  r e f e r r e d  t o  I n t u i t i o n s
0
so  t h a t  i t  may he s a id  t h a t  our i n t u i t i o n s  i n  t u r n  d e to r n ln e
o u r c o n c e p ts .  They a r e ,  as I 'a n t p u ts  i t  h e r e ,  " d e te rm in a b le
by means o f  p re d ic a te s  borrow ed from  s e n s ib l e  i n t u i t i o n  and
( 1 )
c a p a b le  of c o rre sp o n d in g  uo i t . "  (C .o f  J . , 3 3 9 ^
But have wo n o t a l s o  shown t h a t  th o  e x is te n c e  o f  a  w o rld  
beyond  th o  w orld  o f se n se  n u st(j3 0 ^ io cesce jrily jiassu m ed . V/e 
c a n n o t u n d e rs ta n d  our own w o rld  u n le s s  v/e c o n t r a s t  i t  w ith
c * . t r y ,  i ma.
a n o th e r  w o r ld , th o  w o rld  o f th in g s  i n  theme e lv e s ,  --jjo i th o r  e aa -
tf.a s(-
w r  u n d e rs ta n d  o u r own laiov/ledge u n le s s  v/o c o n t r a s t  i t  w ith  anA
e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  la n d  o f  Jm owlodge, a  Zcuowleige w h ich  v/ould 
know th in g s  as th o y  o re  i n  th e m se lv e s .
I t  h as  a l s o  been  shown i n  th e  C r i t iq u e  <£ p u re  R eason t h a t
<Y e- fi~ n \4
th o  human mind p roduces .ye t-; mu I he r h in d  -o f c o n e e p ts^ v h io h  »re- - 
e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  c a te g o r i e s ,  v i z I d e a s  . T hese  
Id e a s  c a n n o t g iv e  us knowledge,* All  our- Ia iov;lodge 1j  r  eg t r i o  t e a
w j CM.'* •fit'
■ter t h ey,-o rId ~ o f  tWEa e -. .B ttt-aev o g th olo o p'j th e y  a r e  n e c e s s a ry
% Ua
p ro d u c ts  o f our Reason^ ^  R eason by i t s  v e ry  n a tu r e  m ust non-
3- co n ce p ts  o f  s u p e rs e n s ib le  o b je c ts .
I > '-h. ' «■« fv'-ba-iv/- t/  /h ■
" is  i t  im p o ss ib le  t h a t  th e  co n cep t t o  w hich o u r judgm ents of' 
t a s t e  r e f e r  may be o f  a  s im i la r  h in d , i . e . ^ th a t  i t  may be a
t h e o r e t i c a l l y  in d e te rm in a b le  concep t o f th e  su p e rs  e d i b l e ?
7 /  ■ [ L  ' ■ c i  / ' • *  f  h x /  A - J  A < t _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
KaSfr-h u ia n  llia t  th lP ~ &  -b y  no  cee.no dngo& a - i* ^ — a ia ^ o rm  words 
a r e  n o t easy  to  u n d e rs tan d  -I gay, t h e r ef o r e t o  e x p la in  thor^ 
make u se  o f an  argum ent w hich^although  n o t made e x p l i c i t  by
(1 ) Kant i s  a llu d in g  here to  h is  d o c tr in e  of th e  Sahnmc + i
th e  ca teg o rie s .(S ee  above, .w  r+ j +v« f f ?  m o f 
which makes i t  possib le  to  determ ine concent- n^ ZvKatism 
stand ing  by means of p red ica te s  borrowed from J in - I?1? 01*” 
tu i t i o n,.and which allow s th e  correspondence b a t ™ i  J" i n “ 
( t io n s lin d  concepts to  be brought a b o u t.  aa in-cul-
7  cxo &*■ A / a. i r  I t • /
1 '/
<T
(V n * '-
■Kan t  t.eems to  no to  be  i n p l i c i t  i n  h i s  roar,ow ing .
l e t  us assum e^our u n d e rs ta n d in g  -gavo us a b s o lu te  know­
le d g e  o f  t i l in g s  i n  th e n s e lv e s .  I n  t h a t  c a se  v/e c o u ld  n o t  make 
a  judgm ent w hich-»o£ero  to  an  in d e te rm in a te  c o n c e p t. F o r  (a )  
v;e sh o u ld  have a b s o lu te  knowledge o f  o b j e c t s , t . e e v e ry  o b je c t  
w h ich  we sh o u ld  r e p r e s e n t  t o  o u rse lv e s  w o u ld b  e known by us*, 
a s  w hat i t  i s .  T here c o u ld  n o t ba d i f f e r e n t  ways c£ ju d g in g  
ono and  th e  same o b je c t .  e co u ld  n o t a t t r i b u t e  t o  a n  o b je c t  
any  p r o p e r t i e s  ex cep t t h e - one s  which we know by means o f  p u re
th o u g h t .  I t  would be im p o ss ib le  t o  b e lie v e  t h a t  t h e  o b je c t  
j o s s e s s e s  p r o p e r t i e s  o th e r  th a n  th o s e  w hich wo know t h e o r e t i c a l l y .  
I n  o th o r  w ords, th e r e  would n o t be a e s t h e t i c  ju d g m en ts , i . e .
o-'-A**. i o>- tc-? tu /*i\.
judgm ents i n  w hichc(jsu^ - k. -th e -m anifo l d  whi-c- 
olire e lv o e r from  th e  i n d e f i n i t e  concep t o f  th o  s u p e r s e n s ib le .  I t  
i s  easy  t o  se e  why. £ox  th e r e  would b e  no su c h  th in g  a s  an
f  A ^
in d e te rm in a b le  s u p e r s e n s ib le  su b s tra tu m ^  a,v* ^±1 o u r judgm ents
w ould bo c o g n i t iv e  judgm ents based  upon d e te rm in a te  c o n c e p ts .
A-*-
4rew t h i s  i s  n o t th o  c a s e . V/e do n o t  p o ssess  an  i n f i n i t e  power 
o f  c o g n i t io n  n n d  we do n o t draw  th in g s  as th e y  a r e  i n  theme e lv e s .
CU-c* ^  «  -x
er c on se .iuonce o f  vh iv j^we ke judgm ents w h ich -on-i h # -
Zone  h an d o are  merely/ s u b je c t iv e  Judgm ents, n o t  c o g n i t iv e  ju d g -  
m onts (b a se d  upon d e te rm in a te  c one o p ts )  of th e - c a dor a t  a n d in g ) and 
on th o  o th e r  r e f e r  our r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f th e  o b je c t  t o  th o  in d e -  
te rm in a te  concep t o f th o  s u p e r s e n s ib le .
We do n o t knov; o f any o b je c t iv e  re a so n s  why our a e s t h e t i c  
judgm ents shou ld  be  u n iv e r s a l ly  v a l i d .  But we a r e  e n t i t l e d  to  
a s c r ib e  to .th e m  su b jo c tiv o  u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y  by r e f e r r i n g  o u r 
r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  th e  o b je c t  to  th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  s u b s tra tu m . 
W *-are ant i t l od - t c  protnippQic o t h a t - t h ^ - r e e fiwn t hat  v,a .£ a.o l t h e-
S f b
look ed  f  i n  taafttng dooo' ■ not-tenorr,-
•in  t h e  sropws^nSSICttL'ff;
.................  ly K ant b e l i e v e s  t h a t  i t  i s  o n ly  on
t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  th e  n a tu r e  o f  a  judgm ent of t c s t o
c a n  "be e x p la in e d  and th e  antinom y o f t a s t e  -he- s o lv e d .  I t  i s
c W -
o n ly  on p r i n c i p l e s  w h ich  a llo t? ,  i n  f a c t  p ro su p p o a O jth e  e x i s ­
t e n c e  o f  a n  lu f r io u a o lo  s u p e r s e n s ib le  w o rld  t h a t  th e  n a tu r e  o f
su c h  v. p e c u l i a r  f a c u l t y  o f th e  m ind a s  t a s t e  c a n  bo e x p la in e d ,
S I l ly
a, f a c u l t y  w hich  c o n ta in s ^ d i f f e r e n t  e le m e n ts  a s  m ere s u b je c ­
t i v i t y  (in d ep en d en ce  o f c o n c e p ts )  on th o  one han d  and  r e f e r e n c e  
t o  t h e  i n d e f i n i t e  c o n ce p t o f  th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  on th e  o th e r .
"how th e  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  a p p l ie s  to  o b je c ts  o f  s e n s e ,  
b u t  n o t  so  a s  t o  d e te rm in e  a  concep t o f  them  f o r  th o  u n d e r s ta n ­
d in g ;  f o r  i t  i s  n o t a  c o g n i t iv e  ju d g m en t. IIoneo i t  i s  a  
s in g u la r  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  of i n t u i t i o n  r e f e r a b l e  t o  th e  f e e l i n g  
o f  p l e a s u r e ,  a n d , as su c h , o n ly  a  p r i v a t e  judgm en t. A'jnd to  
t h a t  e x te n t  i t  w ould be l im i te d  i n  i t s  v a l i d i t y  to  th e  i n d iv id u a l  
ju d g in g ;  th o  o b je c t  i s  f o r  me a n  o b je c t  o f  d e l i g h t ,  f o r  o th e r s  
i t  may be o th e r w is e ; -  every  one to  h i s  t a s t e .
"F o r a l l  t h a t ,  th e  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  c o n ta in s  beyond  doub t 
an  e n la rg e d  r e f e r e n c e  on th e  p a r t  o f th o  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f • th e  
o b je c t  (an d  a t  th e  same tim e  on th e  p a r t  o f  th e  s u b je c t  a l s o ) ,  
w h ich  la y s  t h e  fo u n d a tio n  of a n  e x te n s io n  o f  judgm ents o f  t h i s  
k in d  to  n e c e s s i ty  f o r  ev e ry  o n e . S h is  m ust o f  n e c e s s i t y  b e  
fo u n d ed  upon seme concep t o r o th e r ,  b u t su ch  a  c o n ce p t a s  does 
n o t  adm it o f  b e in g  d e te rm ined  by i n t u i t i o n ,  and a ffo r d s  no know­
le d g e  of a n y th in g . lien ee , to o ,  i t  i s  a  co n cep t w hich do e s  n o t 
a ffo r d  any p ro o f  o f  th e  Judgment o f  t a s t e .  But th e  m ere pu re
o?7
r a t i o n a l  c o n ce p t o f  th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  ly in g  a t  t h e  b a s i s  o f 
th o  o b je c t  (an d  o f th e  ju d g in g  s u b je c t  f o r  t h a t  m a t te r )  as  
o b j e c t  o f  s e n s e ,  and  th u s  a s  phenomenon, i s  j u s t  su c h  a  co n ­
c e p t ,  F o r  u n le s s  su ch  a  p o in t  o f v iew  v/ercjad o p te d  t h e r e  w ould 
b e  no means o f s a v in g  th e  c la im  o f th e  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  to  
u n iv e r s a l  v a l i d i t y , "  (C .o f  J . , 1539, 3 4 0 ^
I t  may s e e n  d i f f i c u l t  to  u n d e rs ta n d  why I ta n t b e l i e v e s  
t h a t  t h e  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  c o n ta in s  a  r e f e r e n c e  to  th e  s u p e r ­
s e n s ib le /b o th ',  on th e  p a r t  of*-the o b je c t  and  th o  s u b j e c t .  But 
i t  r e a l l y  i s  c u i t e  e a sy , ^ o r  wo need  o n ly  rem em ber t h a t  he  
h a s  e x p la in e d  to  us a g a in  and a g a in  t h a t  th e  p r i n c i p l e  w hich  
u n d e r l i e s  our judgm ents o f t a s t e  i s  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  a  s u b je c ­
t i v e  p u rp o s iv e n e ss  o f n a tu r e .  An a .e s th e t ic  judgm ent i s  a  
judgm ent o f r e f l e x io n .  I t  i s  our f a c u l t y  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  Ju d g ­
ment w hich makes us c o n ce iv e  th e  Id e a  o f a  n a tu r e  w h ich  a d a p ts  
I t s e l f  t o  our n e ed s .
I n  o rd e r  to  co n ce iv e  t h i s  Id e a  we have  to  go beyond n a tu r e  
as i t  i s  known b y - th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g . t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th o  
s u b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv e n e ss  i s  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  p r i n c i p l e  a  p r i n ­
c ip l e  w hich our u n d e rs ta n d in g  can n o t com prehend s in e o  i t  i s  
J  ^
o onO'Oiv-ed w ith  n o th in g  b u t  n a tu r e  and h o r  m ec h an ica l la v /s . Cur* 
u n d e rs ta n d in g  canno t e x p la in  to  us why th e r e  s h o u ld  b e  b e a u t i f u l  
o b je c ts  i n  n a tu re  and i n  ju d g in g  an  o b je c t  t o  be  b e a u t i f u l  V;o 
e n la rg e  our r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  i t .  V/e a t t r i b u t e  more t o  i t  
th a n  our u n d e rs ta n d in g  can  com prehend, 5 *  o rd e r  to  acco u n t 
f o r  b e a u ty  we have to  r e f e r  to  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  p r i n c i p l e  o f 
n a tu r e  and a t  th e  same tim o to  a s u p e r s e n s ib le  r r i n o i p l e  w i th in  
o u r s e lv e s ,  ^  c o n ce iv in g  th e  Id e a  o f  a  Technique o f
nature-w e becomesoonsoious o f  th e  f a c t  th a t i t  oan nature
3ft.
i n  a  s p e c i a l  w sy ^ th a t w ith in  i t s e l f  i t  p o n co cso s a  capr.e i t y  
f o r  tra n c e e n d in g  n a tu r e .  I n  m aking u se  o f  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  
a e s t h e t i c  r e f l e c t i o n  i t  r e f e r s  t o  th e  in d e te rm in a te  and in d e ­
te rm in a b le  concep t o f  th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le .
S h a t  a  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  c an n o t d e te rm in e  th e  c o n c e p t
o f t h e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  f  ollov/s fro m  th e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  i s  a  m ere ly
tMff"
s u b je c t iv e  judgm ent, a  judgm ent w h ich  i s  -waaooncorned .ab-eufe 
c o g n i t io n .  B u t■lH ov1ms~ ev e ry  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  i s  a  s t r i c t l y  
s in g u la r  judgm en t, a  judgm ent w hich im m ed ia te ly  accom pan ies 
th o  i n t u i t i v e  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  th e  o b je c t  ^ i t  i s  y e t  r e f e r r e d  
to  t h e  in d e te rm in a te  co n cep t o f t h e  su p e rs  e n s ib le y  / o r  I t  
i s  im p lio d  i n  i t  t h a t  th e  judgm ent s h o u ld  ho v a l i d  f o r  e v e ry ­
o n e , i . e .  f o r  overy  human b o ih g  n h ie h  can  and in d e e d  m ust make 
u se  o f  th e  p r in c ip le  o f ^ r e f l e c t i o n .  v/e c a n  n e v e r  u n d e rs ta n d  
why v/e p o sse ss  t h i s  f a c u l ty  o f  a o o th o t lc  r ef l e c t i o n ^and v/e 
c a n  n e v e r p rove  o b je c t iv e ly  e i t h e r  t h a t  i t  e x i s t s  o r  t h a t  a  
p a r t i c u l a r  a e s th e t i c  judgm ent i s  o b j e c t iv e ly  v a l i & j ye t  
v/e can  re a so n a b ly  p resu p p o se  t h a t  t h e ^ v m ^  o f  th e  judgm en t, 
i . e .  theyvfrw*^ o f th e  assumed agreem ent o f  e v e ry  s u b j e c t ,  l i e s  
i n  a  sp h e re  of w hich v/o have no know ledge, " i n  th e  su p e rse n ­
s i b l e  s u b s t r a t e  o f  h um an ity ."
"A ll c o n t r a d ic t io n  d is a p p e a r s ,  ho w ev er, i f  I  3ay: The
judgm ent o f  t a s t e  does depend upon a  c o n ce p t ( o f  a  g e n e r a l  
g round  o f th o  s u b je c t iv e  p u ip o s iv o n a s s  of n a tu r e  f o r  th e  power 
o f  ju d g m e n tb u t  one from  w hich  n o th in g  c a n  be c o g n i s e d  i n  
r e s p e c t  o f th e  o b je c t ,  and nothing; p ro v e d , b e c a u s e  i t  i s  i n  
i t s e l f  in d e te rm in a b le  and u s e le s s  f o r  know ledge. Y et by m ean s  
o f  t h i s  v e ry  concep t i t  a c q u ire s  a t  th e  same tim e v a l i d i t y  f o r  
e v e ry  one ( b u t  w i t h  e a c h  i n d i v i d u a l ,  n o  d o u b t, a s  a  s i n g u l a r
judgment im m ediately  accompanying h is  i n t u i t i o n ) : because i t s  
d eterm in in g  ground l ie s ,p e r h a p s  , i n  th e  concept o f  what may 
be regarded  as the su p e r se n s ib le  su b s tr a te  o f  hum anity." (C .o f J . ,  
3 4 0 .)
The antinomy o f ta s te  has now been so lv ed  in  the most 
s a t i s f a c t o r y  w ayjfor to  so lv e  i t  we had on ly  to  show th a t two 
a p p a ren tly  co n tra d ic to r y  p r o p o s it io n s  are in  f a c t  c o n s is te n t  
w ith  each o th er  " although the ex p la n a tio n  o f  the p o s s i b i l i t y  
o f  th e ir  concept tran scen ds our f a c u l t i e s  o f K agn ih tst c o g n it io n ."  
(C .o f  J . .3 4 0 .)
I t  has a lso  been proved th a t fo r  human Reason the  
antinomy i s  n a tu ra l and unavoidab le; and t h is  was p o s s ib le  
because we ceu ld  apply the fundam ental p r in c ip le  o f  th e  
T ranscendental P h ilosophy accord ing  to which we assume th a t  
th ere  i s  a sphere which human Reason cannot know,the sphere o f  
the su p e r se n s ib le  which in c lu d e s  the su p e r se n s ib le  su b s tr a te  o f
!
nature (regarded as a mere phenomenon) on the one hand,and o f  
humanity on the o th e r . Both the t h e s is  and the a n t i t h e s i s  o f  
the antinomy req u ire  em endation. The t h e s i s  should  read:"The 
judgment o f  ta s te  i s  not based on determ inate con cep ts ."  ( C .o f  
J^.,340. );and the a n tith e s is :" T h e  judgment o f  ta s te  r e s t s  upon a 
co n cep t,a lth ou gh  an in d eterm inate one, ( th a t,n a m e ly ,o f  the super­
s e n s ib le  su b stra te  o f  phenomena." (C .o f J . , 3 4 0 ,3 4 1 .)  With th ese  
e m e n d a tio n s ,a ll semblance o f  in c o m p a tib ility  between the two
p r o p o s it io n s  d isa p p ea rs.
■Beyond removing t h is  c o n f l i c t  between the c la im s and 
co u n ter-c la im s o f  ta s te  we can do n o th in g . To supply a d e te r ­
m inate o b je c t iv e  p r in c ip le  o f t a s t e  in  accordance w ith  which i t s  
judgm ents m ight be d e r iv e d ,te s te d ,a n d  p r o v e d ,is  am a b so lu te  
im p o s s ib i l i t y ,f o r  then i t  would not be a judgment o f  t a s t e .
i+oo.
- tr^ r te . 'i'he s u b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  -  t h a t  i s  t o  s a y ,  t h e  in d e ­
te r m in a te  Jd e a  o f th e  sup o r  s e n s ib le  w i th in  us -  c a n  o n ly  bo 
in d ic a t e d  a s  t h e  un ique  key  to  th e  r i d d l e  o f  t h i s  f a c u l t y ,  
i t s e l f  c o n c e a le d  from  us i n  i t s  s o u rc e s ;  and  t h e r e  i s  no means 
o f  m aking i t  any more i n t e l l i g i b l e . "  (c . o f  J . .  3 4 3 ^
S he r e s t  o f  t h i s  s e c t io n  i s  q u i te  s im p le . K ant d e c la r e s
C*w
t h a t  h i s  " e x h ib i t io n "  and s o l u t io n  o f  th e  A ntinom y " r e s t s  upon 
th e  p ro p e r  co n cep t o f t a s t e  a s  a  m ere ly  r e f l e c t i v e  a e s t h e t i c  
Judgm en t" . (c . o f  J . ,  3 4 1 ^  I t  i s  on ly  on t h i s  .p r in c ip le  t h a t  
t h e  two seem in g ly  c o n f l i c t i n g  p r i n c i p le s  may b e  r e c o n c i l e d  w ith  
e ac h  o th e r .  I f  e i t h e r  p le a s a n tn e s s  o r  p e r f e c t i o n  i s  ta k e n  
t o  be th o  d e te rm in in g  grounds o f  th e  Judgment o f  t a s t e ,  i . e ^ 
i f  t h e  judgm ent o f t a s t e  i s  re g a rd e d  a s  e i t h e r  a  p u re ly  su b -  
j  a c t iv e  o r .p u r e ly  o b je c t iv e  Judgment th e  r e s u l t  i s  an  an tinom y 
w hich  i s  a b s o lu te ly  i i 'ro o o lv a b ir r .
"Thus i t  i s  e v id e n t t h a t  th e  rem oval o f t h e  an tinom y o f  
th e  a e s t h e t i c  judgment p u rsu e s  a  c o u rse  s im i l a r  t o  t h a t  fo llow ed , 
by  th e  C r i t iq u e  i n  th e  s o lu t io n  o f th o  a n tin o m ie s  o f p u re  
t h e o r e t i c a l  R eason; and t h a t  t h e  a n tin o m ie s , b o th  h e re  and in  
t h e  C r i t iq u e  o f P r a c t i c a l  R eason , com pel u s ,  w h e th er we l i k e  I t  
o r  n o t ,  t o  lo o k  beyond th e  h o r iz o n  o f th e  s e n s i b l e ,  and  to  se ek  
i n  th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  th e  p o in t  o f  u n io n  o f  a l l  o u r f a c u l t i e s  _a_ 
p r i o r i :  f o r  we a re  l e f t  w ith  no o th e r  e x p e d ie n t to  b rin g , r e a s o n
i n t o  harmony w ith  i t s e l f . "  (C»of J . 3 4 1 .)
S e c tio n  47 i s  fo llo w ed  by two p a s sa g e s , headed Remark I  
and Remark I I .  We s h a l l  s e e  th a t th ey  are  both  e x trem ely  
in te r o c t ia g  and extrem ely d i f f i c u l t .  Tho reason  i s  th a t  Kant 
c o n s id e r s  th e  problem of th e  " D ia le c t ic  o f  A e s th e t ic  Judgment"
dju-n
from  a v e r y  comprehensive p o in t o f  v iew . He-*i*we i t  in  i t s
c o n n e c t io n  w ith  th e  g e n e ra l p r in c ip le s  o f  h i s  p h ilo so p h y  and
t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  i s  t h a t  h e  e x p e c ts  t h e  r e a d e r  t o  "be f a m i l i a r  
w i th  e v e ry  p a r t  o f  h i s  sy s tem .
Remark I .
Riant b eg in s a s  f o l lo w s .  "We f in d  su ch  freq u en t o c c a s io n  
i n  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h ilo so p h y  f o r  d i s t in g u i s h in g  I d e a s  from  
c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  t h a t  i t  may b e  o f  u se  to  in t r o ­
duce t e c h n ic a l  te rm s an sw erin g  t o  th e  d is t in c t io n  betw een
tnora. ■' (C . o f J », 341 , -j4£^ )jV|
E-Iiis lo o k s  a s  i f  Kant w ere a b o u t to  e n te r  in to  a  d i s ­
c u s s io n  o f  q u e s tio n s  o f  m ere te rm in o lo g y , T h iy  a s  we s h a l l  
s e o ^ is  f a r  from  being- th e  c a s e .  I n  f a c t ,  no one who i s  r e a l l y
f a m i l i a r  w ith  th e  C r i t iq u e  o f  P u re  R eason and  knows how funcia­
ls
m e n ta l i n  K an t’s  v iew ^ th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw een  c a te g o r ie s  (c o n ­
c e p ts  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g )a n d  Id e a s  (c o n c e p ts  <£ R eason) 
w i l l  b e l ie v e  t h a t  K ant*s d is c u s s io n  w i l l  bo p u re ly  t e c h n ic a l  i n  
c h a r a c te r  and -h a v e-^ e  f u r t h e r  i n t e r e s t .
I n  o rd o r t o  u n d e rs tan d  him h e re  we -have in  th e  f i r s t  p la o o
i>
t o  a sk ; What^-ie a c c o rd in g  to  K antjft h i s  fu n d am en ta l d i s t i n c t i o n ?  
- i - t e v e - I n  th e  I n t r o d u c t io n  to  t h i s  book q u o ted  a  v e ry  i n t e r e s t -  
in g  p a ssa g e  from  th e  I - r o l # - ^ ' ' ^ - ^  (328 )>N A K ant p o in ts  ou t
t h e re  t h a t  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  Id e a s  ( c one opto ■ o f Roatnwx.)
JXjyU l-cAssu-^
and  th e  p u re  c o n cep ts  o f ^ u n d ers tan d in g  a s Ac o g n it io n s  o j ?  air  
e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t ^ten&-e£- o r ig in  and employment i s  so  e s s e n -
J
t i a l ° a  sc ie n c e  w hich i s  t o  co n ta in  th e  system  o f  th e s e  a p r io r i
A
c o g n it io n s  t h a t  w ithout i t  *  "M etaphysics i s  a b s o lu te ly  impos­
s i b l e  or a t b e s t  a d iso rd er ly  and d i l e t t a n t i s h  e s a a y ^  (£ ee  
above
hfb 7 - .
ITow w hat i s  th o  d i s t i n c t i o n ?  C a te g o r ie s  a r e  c o n c e p ts  
o f  th o  u n d e rs ta n d  in g  whose f u n c t io n  i t  i s  t o  p ro v id e  th e  s y n ­
t h e s i s  o f th e fim a g in a tio n  w i th  r u l e s  #(f*ee ah  eve , )/^ Wfeet
C~!~ CZ.V -~cL A  t-l'C ' f ' 1*4 I .A v /
-£€} T h e  n a tu r e  o f th e  co n ce p ts  o f  R eason sfldeas-j
^cA’.ve_tv\_ A<n.i.» « f'-’-oh /fc*. Cc-id ___
^e-a^^yd 'edr-ae—f -anfeua e n ta-Hy-
b e  so o n  from  th e  two fo lio -.:in :: p a s s a g e s .
Raj-^-o
’•-€ftcr R easo n  ..oaves e v e iv th i i ig  t o  t h e  u n d e rs tan d in g ; -  th e  
u n d e rs tan d in g : a lo n e  applying, im m ed ia te ly  t o  t h e  o b je c ts  o f  i n ­
t u i t i o n  o r  r a t h e r  t o  t h e i r  Sy*. fasts  i n  t h e  im a g in a t io n .  R eason
c o n c e rn s  i t s e l f  e x c lu s iv e ly  w ith  a b s o lu te  t o t a l i t y  i n  th e  em­
p lo y m e n t o f  t h o  co n ce p ts  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and  endeavou rs
~h\ (f“t.vcYip'
t o  c a r r y  th e  s y n th e t ic  u n i ty  w hich i s  •tee-aghrtr i n  th e  c a te g o ry  
up to  th e  c o m p le te ly  u n c o n d it io n e d ."  (C .P . 1C..
,fI  u n d e rs ta n d  by Id e a  a n e c e s s a ry  c o n ce p t o f  R eason  to  
w hich no c o rre sp o n d in g  object, c an  be g iv e n  i n  s o u s e -e x p e r ie n c e  
( i n  den S in n e n ) . ” ( C .P .3 . B.?8V\)pj
S«x=w>o>v A- cn-^ ccRo u^f 1 Ic U s ^
V/e s e e  t h a t  a c c o rd in g  to  Kant an  I -cWs--i«  nothi-3%  -el s e  t h a a
/to-
-a  concep ts of th o  u n d e rs ta n d in g  mode in d ep en d en t o f  th e  sp h e re
l  ty > V ;
o f  i n t u i t i o n .  I t  i s  th e ^ f  u n c t io n  o f a  c a te g o ry  to  p M v id c ^ th e  
im a g in a tio n  i n  i t s  endeavour to  s y n th e t ic o  i n t u i t i o n s  .w ith  r u l ea-
/.HvvHAt, «W) ftw:j /
-of syn t h e t i c  u n i t y -. R easd 'h^sopara tos th e  c a te g o r ie s  i r o n  th o
/Aa^ . •
i^ A ia v t i-o r r .  I t  le a v e s  th e  w orld  o f s e n s e  ( th e  w o rld  o f  c o n - 
ctiu( pCo£c/^ .5'-** <■*-
d i t i o n e d  o b je c ts )  -and-eeoha f o r  th e  a b s o lu te ly  u n c o n d itio n e d
. . . .  /. . ter C L 'vf (S i-U Isoo cvm-lwmh. r  .
w hic h  e a n m ov e r  be met w ith  i n  s o n s e -e x p e r io n c e . R eason’ s
a ’ * A
g u id in g  p r in c ip le  i s  to  b r in g  ab o u t a b s o lu te  t o t a l i t y  o f th e
c o n d i t io n s  o f a g iv e n  ap p ea ran ce . t h a t  t h i s
t  o t  a lirr* j’—o f  c c n d r t io n o  o an n o ^  b e  f~i
-A-v
o f - s en se  i s - g t o a r .  ’ The concep t o f  -^-e- a b s o lu te  t o t a l i t y  o f  
c o n d it io n s  I s  n o t a p p lic a b le  i n  any e x p e r ie n c e  s in c e  no e x p e r ie n c e  
i s  u n c o n d it io n e d .” (C «P»R_* B 3 8 ^ )
Int3-
s e e  t h a t  a cc o rd in g  t o  K ant*s d o c t r in e  a s  s o t  f o r t h i n  
th e  Criti<miK^£ P u re  Reason, Ideas are  c a te g o r ie s  mad-e'^subject 
t o  a  s p e c i a l  p r i n c i p l e  ( th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  a b s o lu te  -t o t a l i t y ) .
I n  a p p ly in g  t h i s  p r i n c j p l ^  Reason s e p a r a te s  t h e  c o n ce p t from  
th e  im a g in a t io n  (w hich  i s  confrs£«6d w ith  th e  s y n th e s is  <£ i n ­
t u i t i o n s ) .  The e o n eep t,^ d rR eas  on can n o t be  a p p l ie d  t o  o b je c ts  
o f  s e n s e .  No sjjjaslS -experience can  ev er c o rre sp o n d  to  a  co n ­
c e p t  o f  Rg& em , Wo may nor; go b a c h  to  o u r p a ssa g e^  R ant goes
on^a£ r  o llo w s .___________________________ _____________
!,Id o a a ,  i n  th e  m ost com prehensive se n se  o f  t h e  w ord , a r e  
r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  r e f e r r e d  to  an  o b je c t  a c c o rd in g  to  a  c e r t a i n  
p r i n c i p l e  ( s u b je c t iv e  o r  o b je c t iv e ) ,  i n  so  f a r  a s  th e y  can  s t i l l  
n e v e r  become a  c o g n it io n  o f i t .  They a r e  e i t h e r  r e f e r r e d  to  
a n  i n t u i t i o n ,  i n  a cco rd an ce  w ith  a  m ere ly  s u b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  
t h e  harmony of th e  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  ( im a g in a t io n  and u n d e r­
s t a n d in g ) ,  and a r e  th e n  c a l le d  a e s t h e t i c ;  o r  e l s e  th e y  a r e  d e ­
f e r r e d  to  a  concep t a cc o rd in g  t o  on o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  and y e t  
a r e  in c a p a b le  o f  ev er f u r n i s h in g  a c o g n i t io n  of th e  o b j e c t ,  and  a r e  
c a l l e d  r a t i o n a l  I d e a s . In  th o  l a t t e r  c a se  th e  co n cep t i s  a  t r a n a -  
cendant  c o n c e p t, and , a s  su c h , d i f f e r s  from  a  co n cep t o f  u n d e r­
s ta n d in g , f o r  w hich an  a d e q u a te ly  answ ering  e x p e rie n c e  may alw ays 
be s u p p l ie d ,  and  w hich , on t h a t  a c c o u n t, i s  c a l l e d  im m anent.
,:An a e s t h e t i c  id e a  can n o t become a  c o g n i t io n ,  b e c a u se  i t  i s  
a n  i n t u i t i o n  (o f  th e  im a g in a tio n )  f o r  w hich an  a d e q u a te  co n cep t 
c a n  n e v e r be  fo u n d . A r a t i o n a l  I d e a  can  n e v e r  become a  c o g n i t io n ,  
b e c a u se  I t  in v o lv e s  a concep t (o f  th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le ) ,  f o r  w hich  a  
o o n n a a sa ra te  i n t u i t i o n  can  aar«r  t o  e iv o n ."  ( c . o f  J . ,  3 4 8 ^
Th is  l r -wfw aipy &o f a r  as th e  r a t i o n a l  Id e a s  a r e  con-
c e r n o d T '" 1^ “s e S u a a ^ ^ n o r e  d i f f i c u l t  to  u n d e rs ta n d  (a )  how Kant 
A* fa*
lh Of.
c a n  s p e a k  o f  a e s t h e t i c  Id e a s  a t  a l l  and  (b ) hou  he c a n  s a y  o f
th e n  t h a t  th e y  a re  in c a p a b le  of g iv in g  us c o g n i t io n  o f  o b j e c t s .
I n  o rd e r  t o  u n d e rs tan d  t h i s  vie have t o  ronom bcr __whn t  wo- ? l r o a dy
%-eiKL t h a t  a n  a e s t h e t i c  Id ea  i s  a r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  t h e  im ag in ­
a t i o n  i n  w hich th e r e  i s  c o n ta in e d  a g r e a t e r  m a n ifo ld  o f  sen su o u s
i n t u i t i o n s  th a n  can  be com prehended by a  d e te rm in a te  c o n ce p t o f
tif '- t u .  n - ^ c  r  x ' . ' r f f  (j- <*sJ- A )  M  A
t h  e und o rs  ta n d in g . ^ e r e o v e r v ^ ^ ^ t ~ f e e . - 6 - - - e - a : T y l a - Lae.ea  -
faet-tA .-'JL  / v ” . '  ! - u  O n .y  <fj ( f t y, f  A t w m i ,  v j  t \ '- r(  i • i/ T p -a ' t i ^ o i
t-os*- of -a - - w - e ^ d s - s f - ^ - l n g - e n e o l - v i n g - g u c h  -an -ldoa-b -ocoaes
l^ 'v™ o 1 p ^ . .vt 'ox h i r  ii if ft
Aejy&-^r&Mtr-bh a t -a; l t hou^--the--ldea--cannot--bQ--tLet-oriained,---by -tho 
-ax^tis-t-he---yetfools--his-'dm ueina-tion.-n*ii^....eojieei3ra§i. ..lf....to...be..ln. 
•harmony w ith  •f-h-e--un4Qrs.tanc1;i n&j h-J- tl>e>
f  l \  tM u  l  i%Ag
g li j  ui. liitit .  canno t e x p la in  t o  •Aieereii' how t h i s  harmony i s
^  pl-o'cCJQ. 0
b ro u g h t abou t • simp-Iy~bee?sus-e- h i s  i n t u i t i o n s  a r e  n o t d e te rm in e d  
by ^ co n cep ts  o f th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g . "An a e s t h e t i c  Id e a  c an n o t b e -
A  J
eome a  c o g n it io n  boo a use  i t  i s  an  i n t u i t i on (o f  th e  im a g in a tio n )
f o r  w hich  an  ado u a to  c o n c e rt can n o v er be fo u n d ."  (C .o f  J . rM Z ^
v7o#1ucuiorstana oww i n  what s e n se  ru -c io m l and a e s t h e t i c  Id e a s
can  b e  s a id  to  bo analogous t o  ono a n o th e r .  Pit th o  ovont~of
nn r  a a  r a o io / ia l  Id e a  v/o thin>: moro th a n  o u r Im a g in a tio n
» i'JU'y * * b*' Jpho ’ ^  .-----------    -
c a n  c o r f f e ^ j .  A ad-l f  ua conce ivo  a n -a eyfchot i c I d ea  wo I r n g tn e"'
^m ore t h a n  o u r f a c u l ty  o f  th o u g h t can  « j » l s i » . J 5 T y e t  th e r e  i s  
a  remarfcaM.® d if f e r e n c e  betw een th o  two k in d s  o f l i s a s ,  a  d i f f e r -  
sn ee  w hich Kant does n o t make u n i te  c l e a r  h e r e .  when we con­
c e iv e  a r a t i o n a l  Id e a  oar f a c u l ty  o f  th o u g h t (lieaso n ) s e p a r a te e  
im a g in a tio n  and  u n d e rs tan d in g  e n t i r e l y  from  one a n o th e r .  In  t h i s  
way th e  Id ea  o f  a  s u p e rse n s ib le  w orld  i s  c o n c e iv e d . lie a so m s 
t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  Id e a s  a r e  d e f in i t e  con cep ts o f  s u p e re e n a ib le y o b je c ts
j'
k  o r
The p r i n c i p l e  o f  Benson i s  an  o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  ( t h e  p r i n c i p l e  
o f  th e  u n c o n d i t io n a l )  which a lth o u g h  I t  does n o t  g iv e  us know - 
le d g e  of th e s e  o b je c ts - y e t  d e te rm in a te  p r i n c i p l e  w hich  
f r e e s  th o  c a te g o r ie s  from  t h e i r  a p p l i c a t io n  t o  i n t u i t i o n s  and  
t h e i r  s y n th e s is  i n  im a g in a t io n . T here  a re  d e f i n i t e  t r a n s c e n -
~ j \ o l - h - c  h y v v f  /diuj.. 61
d e n ta l  Id e a s  (•p sy oh o io ,;lc r ,I" z tboae c o sm o lo g ic a l Id e a s  , -t h eol o g  .
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-i -eg. l ~£-tleas )> '' An a e s t h e t i c  Id e a  on th e  o th o r  hand a r i s e s  i n
tu>
•theo ry f o r  t h e  v e ry  re a s o n  t h a t  we become aw are o f  a  harm ony o f
Tkv.-r?
im a g in a t io n  and u n d e rs ta n d in g . l'/e see, t h a t  tho  a e s t h e t i c  Id e a  
does n o t  r e a l l y  s e p a ra te  im a g in a tio n  and u n d e rs ta n d in g  from  oaeh  
o th e r .  I t  mayAb e  asked  why th e  harm onious r e l a t i o n  o f  our 
c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  makes us th in k  o f  th o  s u p e r s e n s ib le  a t  a l l .
I  t h in k  Kant would sa y  th a t  t h i s  i s  due to  th e  v e ry  f a c t  t h a t  
th o  r e l a t i o n  betw een im a g in a tio n  and u n d e rs ta n d in g  i s  an  in d e ­
te rm in a te  one, i . e ^  su ch  a  r e l a t i o n  as th o  u n d e rs ta n d in g  w hich 
i s  concerned  w ith  th o  w orld  o f se n se  and d e te rm in a te  eone op ts 
vJhich ap p ly  t o  i t^  canno t make i n t e l l i g i b l e . whis i s  -"th e  r o a s -on- 
t h a t  vie have to  r e f e r  th e  in d e te rm in a te  r e l a t i o n  o f th o  two 
f a c u l t i e s  ;'po a h ig h e r  p r i n c i p l e ,  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  
w o rld  i n  -which th e  grounds o f  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  such  a  r e l a t i o n  
have  t o  be sough t f o r .  I t  i s  o n ly  su c h  a  h ig h e r  s u p e r s e n s ib le  
p r i n c i p l e  w hich can  e x p la in  to  us th e  f a c t  t h a t  a lth o u g h  th e  
im a g in a t io n  c o n ta in s  more th a n  any concep t o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g
c a n  com prehend th e  two f a c u l t i e s  a r c  y e t  i n  harmony w ith  each 
•J G/__
o t h e r .  7/e can have no o b je c t iv e  vnowledgeQsuch a \  ^ p o s s i b i l i t y .  
The p r i n c i p le  i s  m erely s u b je c t iv e .  I t  can e x p la in  t o  u s  n e i th e r  
why v/e p o sse s s  a  f a c u l ty  o f e s tim a tin g  th e  b e a u tifU l^ n o r  why 
c e r t a i n  human b e in g s  a re  cap ab le  o f p ro d u c in g  o b je c ts  th e  r e p r e ­
s e n t a t i o n  o f  w hich makes every Judging s u b je c t  f e e l  a  harm ony o f
l+ o i-
.'.■us 1 a c u i t i e s  o f c o g n it io n .  T hat th e r o  a r e  human b e in g s  w hich  
pc...c.ess such  a c a p a c i ty  we must a s c r ib e  t o  som eth ing  beyond 
n a t  n ro , ‘ihrQ-Xanf—:poi n t  ytiJlXJ>3nQmfi---<t-l-eag-e.»—in-..±he V ^st par a -
g i‘aph..--e^%hia-ig'Cgt’Aon-;
I n  th e  t h i r d  p a ra g ra p h  o f  th e  s e c t io n  we f i n d  th e  fo l lo w in g  
s ta te m e n t :  ''Wow th e  a e s th e t i c  Xdoa m ig h t, I  t h in k ,  be  c a l l e d  a n  
ir.oxpon ib i e  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f t h e  im a g in a tio n , th e  r a t i o n a l  i d e a ,  
on th e  o th e r  h an d , an  in d em o n strab le  co n cep t o f  r e a s o n .  The p r o ­
d u c tio n  o f b o th  i s  p resupposed  to  be  n o t  a l to g e th e r  g ro u n d le s s ,  
b u t  r a t h e r ,  ( fo llo w in g  th e  above e x p la n a t io n  o f  an  i d e a  i n  g e n e r a l )  
t o  ta h e  p la c e  in. obed ience t o  c e r t a i n  p r in c ip le s  o f  th e  c o g n i t iv e  
f a c u l t i e s  to  which th e y  be long  ( s u b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p le s  i n  bhe c a se  
of th e  fo rm er and o b je c t iv e  i n  t h a t  o f th e  l a t t e r ) .  (C .o f  J , 248.)
The l a s t  p o r t  c f  t h i s  p assag e  i s  e a sy , N a tio n a l and a e s ­
t h e t i c  Id e a s  a r e  no t a r b i t r a r i l y  p ro d u ced . They fo l lo w  n e c e s s a ry  
p r i n c i p le s  w hich i n  th e  ea se  o f a  o p t io n a l  Ideajfe a r e  o b je c t iv e  and 
i n  t h a t  of an  a e s th e t i c  Id ea  a re  s u b j e o t i v e .T ? in o ip lo o . The
h uman mind which i s  p o sse sse d  o f th e  f a c u l t i e s  c f  im a g in a t io n ,
•i
u n d e rs ta n d in g  and Reason must n e c e s s a r i ly  c o n c e iv e  r a t i o n a l  ( o b j e c ­
t i v e )  and a e s th e t i c  ( s u b je c t iv e )  I d e a s ,  T he--f-xrat-pa r t -ve-q.td .n e 3
r e a d e r  o f th e  f i r s t  Cr i t i q u e  ie  f a m i l i a r .  C oncepts o f t h e  under­
s ta n d in g  by them so lvos a r e  devoid o f  r e a l  m eaning . They a r e  mere
4ux-4ttylanationr..rd»»rdittg'the-term •'9r^ ic,7«d--~i'n-~^
7, 1 A 0-*/
fo rm s o f  th o u g h t .  I n  order t o  r e c e iv e  an  o b je c t iv e  m eaning th e y  
m ust ho r e f e r r e d  to g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n s .  I t  it? o n ly  a s  s c h e m a tise d  
co n cep ts , t h a t  i s  to  say  .^ co n cep ts  r e f e r r e d  to  th o  s y n th e s i s  o f  
im a g in a t io n ,  t h a t  th e v  have more th a n  a m ere ly  l o g i c a l  m oaning.
rvxuiut, «±*v^nup-cy xorar. or th o u g h t w hich do to rm in e  no o b j e c t . K ant
in  m ere ly  r e s t a t i n g  h i s  th e o ry  of th e  bchem atisiPw hon h e  soys
h e ro  t h a t  both, p u re  and e m p ir ic a l  cone o p ts  may bo v e r i f i e d  by
moans o f  a n  e m p ir ic a l  i n t u i t i o n ,  l . e  v  th e  th o u g h t o f them  may be
in d ic a te d  ( gow ioson), d em o n stra ted  ( d e m o n s tr io r t ) .  o x h ib ite d  ( a u f -
g e z o ig t ) i n  a n  exam ple. "And t h i s  i t  must be p o s s ib le  t o  do : f o r
o th e rw ise  th e r e  would be no c e r t a i n t y  o f th e  th o u g h t n e t  b e in g
( 1 )
ompt^ i . e_.^  hav ing  no o b j e c t . "  (C.of  j . , 3 4 3 ^
Kant goes on to  s t a t e  t h a t  h e  i s  ■vu s in g jh e rc j t h e  te rm  demon­
s t r a t e  ( o s t e n d e ro , exh ib-are) a s an e q u iv a le n t  to  g iv in g  an  accom ­
p any ing  p r e s e n ta t io n  of th e  concep t i n  i n t u i t i o n ,  l . o . ^ l n  th e  sea  so  
w hich h as j u s t  been e x p la in e d . He c r i t i c i s e s  th e  u se  w hich  i3  
made o f  th e  term  i n  log ic^  I n  w hich d em o n strab le  and in d e m o n s tra b le  
--.re o r d i n a r i ly  employed only  i n  r e s p e c t  o f p r o p o s i t io n s ,  Thoae- 
P ro p o s i t io n s  which a r e  cap ab le  of b e in g  p roved  a r e  c a l l e d  danon-
in d e m o n s tra b le  p r o p o s i t io n s . T h is  -doduo-Hrtm i s  sro w a ll  known
o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Kant u n d ers tan d s h e re  by froi-ig aapab le of  dtfnon-
of D o iw  r e f o r r o d  to  i n t u i t i o n ,  l r r e o p e o -  
t i v o  of W hothor th e  c o n c e p t  ie  p ro v ab lo  o r  n o t ^ j .  I t  i s  now
UaSLc^v^  I'fit*'— 1*- _ _
easy  t o  e e e ’-why K a n t^ p .l ls  r a t i o n a l  Id e a s  in d e m o n s tra b le  c o n ce p ts  
He p ro ceed s  to  e x p la in  th a t  b o th  th e  r a t i o n a l  c o n cep ts  o f  th o  
s u p e r s e n s ib le s u b s tra te  o f  a l l  phenomena g e n e r a l ly  (h e  m ight have
(1 )  On the d o c tr in e  o f  th e  Schem atism , se e  above,
lu g  u n le s s - j^ y -a r e -  r e f  orrod- to  i a t u i  -
W'<nfe
s t r a b l e  p r o p o s i t io n s ,  t h e - p r o p o s itio n e  w hich  a rc  in c a p a b le  of p ro o f
t h a t  v/e need  concern  o u rse lv e s  w ith  i t . V/e need  o n ly  ta k e  n o te
etc l i l  tc I
s a i d  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  co n cep t o f  th e  th ing : in  i t s e l f )  and th e  
r a t i o n a l  concep t o f m oral fr-eedora a r e  ouch in d e ia o n s tra h le  c o n c e p ts  
Tho fo rn o r Ai s  im m ed ia te ly  c l e a r .  As re g a rd s  th e  l a t t e r  i t  h as  to  
he  n o te d  t h a t  th e  concep t of m ora l fre c -lo ir^ a lth o u g h  i t  a c t u a l l y  
d e te rm in e s  a c t io n s  w hich ta k e  p la c e  i n  th e  w o rld  o f  s e n s e  m ust
rt vi-tf-ce.v'-Hx.t--/ 7Acv/ <-vU cth..*'. Aci "l,
he re g a rd e d  a s  a  do mans t r e b l e  co n cep t -o-n th o - gr ound t h a t
4-0 »'•£> c y  fl-Urif'X' CC- '  < U A j  A u  A '  c{~ Tl\S>J- A.A.
t h  o o re t-rc--"'±-■ 3mow lcd g e ~ -n f-t h is  sup c^s e n u lh i  e - x ioneep4-i-3 --im possib le .
I w i X - i A  /s.  A . v y  A x / t v  l -  [ i - 4  t v  i .  L U - u y . { J ~ t / ,  c  / . - $
Sueh--laiox^:c,dgt!^nni3:d':ho--i';oss-ill;^' “i-f -we- c-cuid" demt>nst-^t-e-.iiio
c one 3 p t  i n t  n i t ro n y  -••■ • -'ih irc-horrensr"crnm ot h e 'hrea^ht-ahoat^^.^A .a.
-eriir±"iU0  vcf'"7^''ccl^al--'Rea8-on-'3,nd"th'C-'f,'fet*’oundwo3?l£«'» 
m orprl-frcodom  H T T f ''tra iS c e h d ih 4 ’ e^ohcopt’^ ' l 'Q 'T ^ r ^ r stIflfd¥®tT8'ai 
4Qaewaredge--4s-^,a253in*!t3d""''1('ti ee^aB or'e‘'   ')T“*
f s
What Kant u n d e rs tan d s  by th e  t o r  fry "^ n ex p o n lb le "  and why 
he  h e l l  eves t h a t  on a e s th e t ic  Id ea  i s  an iw^^ivnKfc. -the r e p r e ­
s e n t a t i o n  o f  th e  i m a f I n o t i o n ,  may he se en  from th e  fo l lo w in g  
p a s s a g e •
" J u s t  as th o  im a g in a tio n , i n  th e  c a so  o f  a  r a t i o n a l  I d e a .■ • ,y//< wn>*>u .»jow» »<>?«»>«
f a i l s  w ith  i t s  i n t u i t i o n s  to  a t t a i n  to  th o  g iv e n  c o n c e p t, so  under 
s t a n ding ,, i n  th e  c a se  o f  an  a e s th e t i c  I d e a ,  f a i l s  w ith  i t s  c on ­
c e p ts  o’vor t o  a t t a i n  t o  th e  co m p le ten ess o f  th e  i n t e r n a l  i n t u i t ­
io n  w hich im a g in a tio n  c o n jo in s  w ith  a  g iv e n  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n .  Now 
s in c e  t h e  r e d u c t io n  o f  a  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f 'the  im a g in a t io n  t o  c o n ­
c e p ts  i s  e q u iv a le n t  t o  g iv in g  i t s  exp o n en ts , th e  a e s t h e t i c  id e a  
may he c a l l e d  en i n e x io n ib le r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f t h e  im a g in a tio n  
( i n  i t s  f r e e  p la y ) ."  (C .o f  J . , 54
Kant aoes on t c  sa y  t h a t  he  w i l l  a f te rw a rd s  have  an  o ppo r­
t u n i t y  o f
l(APv&*U tT-
aritog h i c gi'93=g more f u l l y  w i t h  t h e  a e s th e t ic .  I d e a s ,
U n fo r tu n a te ly , howovor, he  n ev er m en tions them  a g a in  a t  l e a s t  n o t
4t^U
e x p l i c i t l y .  T h is  I s  v e ry  d i s t r e s s i n g .  d2©r A ll^ h e  adds i n  th e
Uo f ,
p r e s e n t  s e c t io n  i s  t h a t  b o th  a e s th e t i c  and  r a t i o n a l  Id o a s  havo 
. .  . /B ^
mioxr p r i n c i p le s  i n  hoaaon . -rrt^oha ll s e e  i n  th e  subsQ .iuont 
s e c t i o n  ( Komark I I )  t& a t Kant h o ld s  t h a t  th o  an tinom y o f  a e s ­
t h e t i c  Judgm ent i s  b ro u g h t ah o u t by He as on, w hich poDPCffc es 
judgm ent 2L=Hrb th e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  ‘■j a ^ ^ f a c t U t y . T h is
h as o b v io u s ly  some connex ion  w ith  h i s  a s s e r t i o n  h e re  t h a t  a o s -  
t l i e t i c  Idc&s have t h e i r  -s-ea t  i n  h e aso n , .Gut ( a)^ as v ; q  s h a l l  
s e e ,  i t  i s  v e ry  d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  th e  argum ent s o t  f o r t h
i n  th e  fo l lo w in g  s e c t io n  and (b )  Kant do os n o t  m en tio n  -4*t-4t
J sUS Ju~
th e  a e s t h e t i c  Id e a s  a g a in , '. to  oonse- uonce is t h a t  even  i f  v/e
su cceed o d  in  u n d e rs ta n d in g  v/hy K ant b e lie v e s  t h a t  t h e  D ia le c t i c
o f  a e s t h e t i c  Judgment is  b ro u g h t ab o u t by h e aso n , i t  would
fb U<
s t i l l  rem a in  obacure^why ho ro gardo th e  a e s t h e t i c  Id e a s  -a a - y e -
fl'-S.y '/ b^M^ v ('(a
due t t?--of ■ e itr-rrea’ieaw ,
I n  th e  l a s t  p a ra g ra p h  o f  our s e c t i o n  I Cunt f i r s t  d e f in e s  
g e n iu s  a s  th o  f a c u l ty  of a e s t h e t i c  I d e a s .  He goes on a s  f o l lo w s ,  
"T h is  s e rv e s  a t  th e  same tim e  to  p o in t  o u t th e  r e a s o n  v/hy
its*
i t  i s  n a tu r e  (n a tu re  o f  th o  in d iv id u a l )  and  n o t a -&er p u rp o se , 
t h a t  i n  p ro d u c ts  o f g e n iu s  g iv e s  th o  r u l e  t o  a r t  (a s  th e  p ro d u c ­
t i o n  o f  th e  b e a u t i f u l ) .  F o r  t h e  b e a u t i f u l  must n o t be  e s t im a te d  
a c c o rd in g  t o  c o n c e p ts , bu t by th e  f i n a l -mode i n  w h ich  th e  im ag in ­
a t i o n  i s  a t tu n e d  so  as to  acco rd  w i t h  th o  f a c u l ty  o f  c o n c e p ts  
g e n e r a l ly ;  and so  r u l e  and p re c e p t a r e  in c a p a b le  o f  s e rv in g  as 
t h e  r e q u i s i t e  s u b je c t iv e  s ta n d a rd  f o r  t h a t  a e s t h e t i c  and  uncon­
d i t io n e d  p u rp o siv en ess  i n  f i n e  a r t  w hich h a s  t o  make a  w a rra n te d  
c la im  to  b e in g  bound to  p le a s e  every  o n e , f a t h e r  must su ch  a 
s ta n d a rd  be sough t i n  th e  elem ent o f  m ere n a tu re  i n  th e  s u b j e c t ,  
v/hieh can n o t bo comprehended under r u l e s  o r  c o n c e p ts ,  t h a t  i s  to  
say  , th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  s u b s t r a te  o f a l l  t h e  s u b je c t ’ s f a c u l t i e s
4
( u n a t t a in a b le  by any c o n ce p t o f  u n d e rs ta n d in g )  and  c o n se q u e n tly  
I n  t h a t  w hich form s th e  p o in t  of r e f e r e n c e  f o r  th e  harm onious 
a c c o rd  o f  a l l  our- f a c u l t i e s  o f  c o g n i t io n  -  t h e  p ro d u c t io n  o f 
vm ich a c c o rd  i s  th e  u l t im a te  end s o t  by th o  i n t e l l i g i b l e  b a s is
aJle-TM3-
o f  our n a tu r e ,  Thus -along i s  i t  p o s s ib le  f o r  a  s u b je c t iv e  
and y e t  u n iv e r s a l ly  v a l i d  p r i n c i p l e  a  p r i o r i  t o  l i e  a t  t h e  b a s i s
o f  t h a t  p u rp o s iv e n e ss  f o r  w hich So o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  c a n  bo 
p r e s c r i b e d ," (C .o f  J , ,  34^]/^
I t  ir- c l e a r  t h a t  ICant e x p e c ts  t h e  r e a d e r - h e r e  t o  have
A
fo l lo w e d  h i s  argum ent th ro u g h o u t th e  r: C r i t iq u e  o f  a e s t h e t i c  
Judgm ent’7. He p resupposes t h a t  ho w i l l  be  f a m i l i a r  w i th  a l l  
h i s  t e c h n ic a l  term s and th e  m eaning a t ta c h e d  to  them- And in d e e d  
anyone who has s tu d ie d  th o  C r i t i  ue  c a r e f u l l y  - i l l  f in d  l i t t l e
A-cvt-v y im--^
d i f f i c u l t y  i n  under s t a 3 i d l u g h o r c .  \g h e r e ^ o n ly  a  few  p o in ts  I  
s h o u ld  l i k e  t o  d is c u s s .  I n  th o  f i r s t  p la c e  we have  t o  n o te  t h a t  
once more Kant d e r iv e s  th e  p ro d u c t o f  f i n e  a r t  from  o u r ju d g ­
m ents ab o u t i t .  He a rg u es t h a t  s in c e  our judgm ents a b o u t b e a u ty  
a r e  in d ep en d en t o f a  c o n e e p t^ s in c e  i n  m aking th e n  we do n o t 
employ o b je c t iv e  p r in c ip le s  b u t m ere ly  specie o f  t h e  harmony o f  
o u r c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s ,  th e  work o f a r t  w hich i s  t o  be judged  
b e a u t i f u l  canno t bo produced  a c c o rd in g  to  d e f i n i t e  </ohe-o p t o-,~ 
^ g l e f i n i t e - p u r p o s e  o f  wMefc i t  i s  t o  b e j-. N a tu ra l l y .., f o r  4A ^  
we d e r iv e d  i t  from  a pu rpose  we sh o u ld  n o t ju d g e  i t  b e a u t i f u l .  
F ro m :th is  i t  fo llo w s  th a t  th e  a r t i s t  c an  g iv e  no d e f i n i t e  r u l e  
t o  a r t . The r u l e  must b e lo n g  to  th e  n a tu re  o f  t h e  in d iv id u a l
I J-"
a r t i s t j M '  3 ^ .  does Kant mean h e re  by " n a tu re " ?
O b v i o u s l y  n o t n a tu re  as i t  i s  Jcnovm- by e v e ry  human b e in g .
-H r i s  n o t th in k in g  h e re  of n a tu re  a s  an  o b je c t  o f  se n se  e x p e rie n c e  
w hich  we d e te rm in e  a cco rd in g  to  th e  r u l e s  o f  th e  u n d e rs tan d in g ^
uu.
■ hco
and  w hich  ovary  h'iman b e in g  can  know 'by d e te rm in in g  -44s i n t u i ­
t i o n s  by means of th e  co n ce p ts  o f th o  u n d e rs ta r id in g  end th u s  
b r in g in g  th o  t - co i n to  a d e te rm in a te  r e l a t i o n .  I t  i s
-/•W-C- it' ^ -A i/ft.) /k-C <^ll/-Ty
--sp o o ls  1 -ki-na.-^f-.r.u u n ror  th o  n a tu re  o f  th e  i n d iv id u a l  i t s  t .u y or -2
#  —   ... ' -n J
a ehs ib l ;- oeya o i ty  y o r^b rin ,.:lag  ah out th e  harm onious r e l a t i o n  o f 
th e  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t ie s ^ w h ic h  has a l s o  bean  c a l l e d  s u b je c t iv e  
p u ro o s iv o n e s s , fh o  a r t i s t  h im s e lf  does n o t  ;now  ho-./ h e  b r in g s 
thdrg-■ .?.fr3«fr-g3*a  f\ 'J'-o judges h i s  work to  b e  beau tifuT 7~ ^to  bo i n  
acco rd an ce  w ith  th o  s u b je c t iv e  and y e t  u n iv e r s a l ly  v a l i d  p r i n -
r ~PfiQ
c ip lo  o f  a o s th o t io  r e f  lo o t  ion , dc -no* t n cr.y. .f t . oi fh  fr-^_ --£yory ob­
j e c t i v e  knowledge o f n a tu re  can bo d e te rm in ed  by r u l e s  and  e o n -  
fW' P^-*-
c e p t s y  -A -su b jec tiv e  p r in e ip lo  o f  t h e  in d e te rm in u te  harm ony o f  
th o  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  w hich h as t o o  o rv e  !,a s  th e  r e q u i s i t e o
■9 u * f r
-o b je c tiv e  s ta n d a rd  f o r  t h a t  a e s th e t i c  and u n c o n d itio n e d  p u rp o s ­
iv e n e s s , i n  f i n e  a r t  w hich h as to  niche v. w a rra n te d  fJd im  t o  b e in g  
bound t o  p le a s e  everyone" canno t be d e te rm in ed  i n  t h i s  way.
p/e havo t o  f i n d  a  p o in t  o f r e f e r e n c e  f o r  the-k ftr-aoa iquo  
-aoeord  o f a l l  out* c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  and  t h i s  p o in t  v/e c a n  f in d  
o n ly  i n  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  f a c u l ty  o f t h e  s u b je c t ,  i t s  f a c u l t y  of 
to w io m S n r 'a e s t h e t i c  I d e a s .  I n  o rd e r  t c  e x p l a i n o u r s e l v e s  how 
a  human b e in g  can p roduce  a  work o f  a r t  w hich i s  judged  b e a u t i ­
f u l  by overvone we have t o  r o f e r  t o  a  s p e c i f i c  f a c u l t y  o f  th o
cu-v* M'"ja
s u b je c t  t h a t  produces i t v  W  canno t d e r iv e  th e  r u l e  a c c o rd in g  
t o  r h i c h + t  produces th e  work from  a n y th in g  b u t  " th e  e lem ent of 
more n a tu r e  i n  th e  o b je c t  w hich canno t bo com prehended under r u l e s  
o r  c o n c e p ts ,  t h a t  i s  to  sa y ^ th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  s u b s t r a t e  o f  a l l  th e  
s u b t e c t Ts f a c u l t i e s  ( u n a tta in a b le  by any c o n c e r t  o f th e  u n d e rs ta n d ­
in g } - ^
I t  w i l l  be obvious t h a t  a l l  t h i s  i s  i n  the  p o st povfoot b a r -
Zf/7-.
n o sy  w i th  w hat h as  h e  on s a i d  b e fo re  
oaa^-esponf i f d h .
aeasrfc I I .
I n  t h i s  s e c t io n  Kant compares th e  t h r e e  h in d s  o f a n tin o m ie s  
w i th  ono a n o th e r ,  j l s . t  T h e o r e t i c a l  a n tin o m ie s  , p r a c t i c a l  a n t i -
Cct-ef.
n o n i e c ^ e r t i z i n r J  .■?■ o f  a e s t h e t i c
;,TIio f o l i o . i n r ;  im p o rta n t o b s e rv a t io n  h o re  n a t u r a l l y  p r e s e n t s  
i t s o l f :  t h e r e  a r c  t lireo  2-tLnds o f  a n t in o m ies o f  p u re  r e a s o n ,  w h ich , 
how ever, a l l  a g re e  i n  fo r c in g  $ 0 3 se n  t o  abandon th e  o th e rw is e  v e ry  
n a t u r a l  a e u n p tio n  w hich ta b e s  th o  o b je c ts  o f  u o m o  f o r  t h i r g s -  
in -th o m s e lv e s ,  and t o  re g a rd  th e n ,  in a to a d ,  merely- cx phenom ena, 
an d  t o  la y  a t  t h e i r  ‘b a s is  &.n i n t e l l i g i b l e  s u b s t r a t e  (so m e th in g  
s a p o rs  a n s ib le ,  th o  concep t o f w hich i s  o n ly  an  Tdoa and a f f o r d s  
no p rop  o r  knov/ledgo) .  A part from  some such untinom ; R eason c o u ld  
n e v e r  b r in g  i t s e l f  t o  ta k e  su ch  a s t e p  as t o  ad o p t a  p r in c ip le  
so  so v e ro ly  r e s t r i c t i n g  th e  f i o l d  o f  i t s  cpQ culation^o .nd  t o  subm it 
t o  s a c r i f i c e s  in v o lv in g  th o  com plete  d i s s i p a t i o n  o f  so  many o th e r ­
w ise  b r i l l i a n t  h o p e s , i ’c r  even  new t h a t  i t  i s  recom pensed  f o r  
t h i s  lo o s  by th o  p ro sp e c t  o f a  p ro p o r t io n a te ly  w id e r scope  c f  
a c t i o n  from  a  p r a c t i c a l  p o in t  o f v ie w , i t  i s  n o t w ith o u t a  pang o f 
r e g r o t  t h a t  i t  ap p ea rs  t o  p a r t  company w ith  tho 3 0  h o p e s , and  to  
b ro o k  avjsy from  th e  o ld  t i e s  (von d o r a l t  on Ar h a e n g l i c h k e l t ) .»
( C .o f  f , , 344, 3 4 5 .)
T h is  w i l l  bo u n d ers to o d  by anyone who lias s tu d ie d  th e
nf» Pm,e Season and th e  C i i t i q u o o f  T r a c t i o a l  J-oason. I
nay  r e f e r  h o re  t o  my e x p o s itio n  o f th e  f i r s t  two C r l t i  uc-s.
T here  i s  hov/Qvo^one d i f f i c u l t  p o in t .  i t  may be a sk e d , 
v/hy K ant 3 peaks h e re  o f th ro e  an tin o m ies  o f  Koason. hoc^he r e a l l y
Judgm en t. h e  b e g in s  a s  f o l lo w s .
(1) See abovo,
4 / 3 -
C .C V < 1 -O J £ -b K.
fceZ icve r h a t  u l l  t h e  antinom ieD  a re  by  R eason ,
?/•<»./ <l<'Cw, ,- t ij A i -j
ever, -;ao an tinom y o f  e .ss th G tle  Judi fluent? ^ho aiiM /or- ftr.,’./ i tr-bo 
 -
t e - -j:-.o a f f i r m a t iv e  .jJ ^ a g y  be soon  from  th e  p a s sa g e  w hich fo l lo w s  
th e  one V:o have just- q u o te d . i'.V,at cagi», :,2Ho r e a s o n  f o r  t h e r e  
b e in g  t h r e e  jdncls o f an tin o m ie s  l a  t o  be fo u n d  in  th e  f a c t  t h a t  
th e r e  ejre th r o e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  c o g n i t io n ,  a id e r s  l a n d in g , judgm en t, 
an d  R eeses-, each o f  w hich , b e in g  t. h ig h e r  f a c u l t y  o f c o g n i t io n ,  
m ust Iir.ro i t s  a p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s ,  h e r ,  no f a r  a s  R eason  p a s s e s  
judgm ent upon th e s e  p r in c ip le s ,  th em se lv es  and t h e i r  em ploym ent, 
i t  in e x o ra b ly  r e q u i r e s  th e  u n c o n d itio n e d  f o r  th e  g iv e n  c o n d it io n e d  
I n  r e s p e c t  o f  th e n  a l l .  T h is  can  n e v e r  bo found  u n le s s  th e  s e n ­
s i b l e ,  In s te a d  o f b e in g  re g a rd e d  er. i n h e r e n t ly  a p p u r te n a n t t o  
t i l in g s  - i n - t  hems e lv e r , 1R t r e a t e d  as a  m ere phenomenon, an d , as ouch 
b e in g  made to  r e s t  upon som ething  su p e rs  she i b l e  ( th e  I n t e l l i g i b l e  
s u b s t r a t e  o f  e x t e r n a l  and i n to r n a l  n a tu r e )  a s  th e  t h i n g - i n - i t s d f .  " 
( C .o f  J . , 345^7)
What i s  th e  d i f f i c u l t y  h e ro ?  V/o do n o t  f i n d  i t  d i f f i c u l t  
t o  u n d e rs ta n d  t h a t  f e a t  b o lie v e e —th a t  th e r e  a r e  th r e e  h ig h e r  
f a c u l t i e s  o f  c o g n it io n  and th a t  th e y  a l l  - a r c  t h e i r  a  p r i o r i  p r i n ­
c ip le s ^  o r we lasov.' t h i s  fro m  c u r e x am in a tio n  o f  th e  i n t r o d u c ­
t i o n  t o  th e  C r l t i '; t ie  of Judgment  ( s e c t io n  h i  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ) .  1,’c
BT"
a l s o  Imov; w hy-fee-believes t h i s  to -b e - th o  -o^bo . The d i f f i c u l t y
oJ£
i s  t o  u n d e rs tan d  how Steat car. s o t  f o r t h  th e  view  t h a t  th e  a n t i -
Kp~+4-~IAj.cj
nom isc a re  b ro u g h t about by R eason vviitoh- ^ f r r-o.? judgteent upon 
*£ «  a  r r i o r i  r i r c i p l o i ^  I s - t -hc .S4.r c 1 ■ v-l -fte-e - r e  havo t o  t*e»  o u r-
- t h -c - f - i rg t  C r l t  -
v/ll5.,t  ... 0 0 d o c t r i r a - g r  t t o
t a l  ThAs-«a^-fre~cot«r •f rorr-fch g ■ f
(') i f  ^  lL
" *
^ f 1 9  /s /l~  cuv^ s / , ¥
A* ,
sj^lie trebleondental concept of Reason Is therefore nono othei* 
tiiun tne concept of the totality of the conditions for any giVon 
conditioned* How since it is the unconditioned alone which 
mrl:os possible the totality of conditions and conversely the 
totality of conditions is always itself unconditioned a £\xre 
concept of Reason can in general he explained hy the cimcept 
of the uiiconditioned as c o n ta in in g  a grcuhd of the
of thcr\oonditioned." (C . 1 , B379). /
I have  d e a l t  wiwi t h i s  d o c tr in e  b e fo re  t h a t  t  may refer 
to  ®y r ro v io u s  d is c u s s io n s . It i s  s u f f i c i e n t  to  s t a t e  h e re  
once r.iorc: A ccording  to \K a n t th e  f  un&araenta 1 /o one o p t o f  Reason
i s  th e  concep t c f  th e  one ondi t i  oned. o may J u s t  as w e ll  s a y :
I t  is tho concept o f the absolute. v;hy? / b e c a u s e  un con ditioned
and absolute are synonymous and intorchr.^geablo terms. T h is  
nay bo seen from th e  following passage/ "I sin; 11 use th e  word 
absolute opposing it to what is vblidf only comparatively, t lia t  
is in some particular respect. Fo/& whilo tho latter is re­
stricted by conditions the former/is V.lid in that restriction." 
(C.P.R.. 35332). /  \
We have now to ash ourseWes whethor\p.nt*s exposition of 
the is in accordance with his Venercl doctrine that
every concept of Reason is/a concept of the ^conditioned or 
absolute. To decide this question we shall consider the 
third antinony (wo may/Just as well have chosen W  of the others 
because the same principle applies to then all). \he thesis of 
the antinomy is for/ulated as follows. "Causality 5n accordance 
with laws of nature is not the only causality from whi^h the 
appearances of / e  world can one and all bo desired.*o W a i n  
these aprearan/es it is necessary to assume that there isVnother
causality, t/t o f  freedom." ( C ^ . .  B472). \
V/hy r a / t  we a rr iv e  a t  such a con c lu sion ?  K ant's argument 
is t h i s .  / S u p p o s in g  v/e assumed that rational c a u s a l i t y  were th^
kind of c a u s a l  p r in c ip le -  e v e ry  g iv e n  event would depend  on 
a h p th e r  p re e e d in g  i t  i n  t i n e .  From t h i s  i t  fo l lo w s  M ljix s in c e  
th e ^ e  would h e  no a b s o lu te  b e g in n in g  th e  s e r i e s  o f  c a u se s  c o u ld  
novoi^ h e  co m p le ted , i . e .  i t  w ould he im p o s s ib le  t o  f i n d  a l l  th e  
c a u s e /w h ic h  have c o n d itio n e d  a g iv e n  e v e n t . Ehjfs i s  c o n tr a r y  
to the Wusal principle itself which presupposes/ t h a t  n o th in g  
i n  t h e  w orld  ev er ta k e s  place without a cause/ouffiole n t . ly  
d o torminodya , - r i o r i .  C onsequen tly  we must oomme a  f i r s t  c a u s e , 
i . e .  a  oaus\ which i s  no t i t s e l f  d e te rm in ed  by a n o th o r  cau se
a n te c e d e n t  t<\ i t .  do have to  assum e a n /a b s o lu te  s p o n ta n e i ty  o f
///<
t h i s  c a u s e . IH; i s  a  cause  which b e g in s  o f i t s e l f .  "T h is  i s  
t r a n s c o n d o n ta l  -freedom w ith o u t w hiciy 'even i n  th e  o rd in a r y  c o u rs e  
o f  n a tu r e  th e  sci\l® s o f a p p e a ra n c e /  o r  th e  o f th e  c a u se s
c a n  n e v e r  be c o m p e te ."  ( C .i-.A .,,' B474).
I n  th e  a n t i t h e s i s  th e  v e r /  c o n tr a ry  i s  a s s e r t e d .  "T h ere  
i s  no freedom ; e v e ry th in g  i n / t h e  w o rld  ta k e s  p la c e  s o l e ly  in  
a cc o rd a n c e  w ith  law s ofc w./ure," ( C .P .K . ,  4 7 3 ) . Kant * s p ro o f  
may be sum m arised t h u s . y
The assu m p tio n  o f/fre ed o m , i . e .  th e  a ssu m p tio n  o f  th e  
a b s o lu te  b eg in n in g  0 / a c a \s e  w ith o u t -way c a u se  p re c e d in g  i t  
c o n t r a d ic t s  th e  l a ? /o f  c a u s a l i ty  w hich i s  ; n e c e s s a ry  law . As 
so o n  a s  we a s s u m / th c  e x is te  .ee of a  f i r s t  c .u s e  a l l  u n ity  o f  
e x p e r ie n c e  becomes im p o ss ib le  . \ i ’o r  th e  c a u s a l  p r in c ip le  i s  d e s ­
t r o y e d .  Freedom i s  r.n empty c o n c e p t. I n  ap p ly in g  i t  we do 
away w ith  yiio n e c e ssa ry  laws o f n k tu r e .  " n a tu re  and t r a n s c e n ­
d e n ta l  freedom  d i f f e r  a s do c o n fo r^ - ty  o f law  to  la w le s s n e s s ."
(C .!-.?> /, B475).
l i e  must in q u ire  in to  nature a cco i^ in g  to  th e  p r in c ip le  of
c a u s a l i t y  which a llow s o f no ex cep tio n . \ i t  i s  on ly  in  t h i s  way
ttet we can bring about un ity  of «xperieiico in  accordance w ith
la w s . The {^sum ption o f a c a u s a lity  through froedory as b e in g  
c o n tra r y  t o  th ^ o & u sa l law makes a co m p lete ly  coh eren t ex p er-  
ien d e  im p ossib le  i s  thus t o  be r e je c te d .
We have le a r n t'fro m  th e  exam ination o f  th ^ s  argument t h a t  
•Cant b a l io v e s  t h a t .  \  t h e  c a se  o f  b o th  th o /T h e s ie  and th e  A n t i ­
t h e s i s  Reason employs i t k  p r i n c i p l e  o f  t h e  u n c o n d it io n e d . I t  
a s c r ib e s  u n c o n d itio n e d  o r  a b s o lu te  v a l i d i t y  t o  t h e  two p ro p o s -  
i t i o n s  w hich c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  d s^ tin o ry . u r t h o r , i n  both ca so s  
R eason i s  n o t  concerned  w ith  itis, own p r i n c i p l e  b u t m ere ly  a p p lie s  
i t  t o  th e  p r in c ip le  of th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  w hich i n  th e  ca se  o f  
t h e  t h i r d  antinom y i s  th e  a p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  o f  n a t u r a l  c a u s a l i t y .  
I n  Judg ing  about t h i s  p r in c ip le  i t  a r r i v e s  a t  t h e  co n c lu s io n  
( a )  t h a t  th e r e  must be  c a u s a l i t y  th ro u g n v fro ed o m ; f o r  oth erw ise  
th o  p r in c ip le  of th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  would nto.t be  v a l i d ,  (b ) That 
t h e r e  c a n  ‘bo no su ch  th in g  a s  c a u s a l i t y ;  f o \  o th e rw is e  th e  
p r i n c i p l e  of th o  u n d e rs ta n d in g  w ould n o t b e  v a is id .
R e v e rtin g  no/: t o  th o  s e c t io n  w ith  w hich wo a r e  a t  p resen t  
c o n ce rn e d , wo e a s i ly  u n d e rs tan d  why Rant h o ld s  th a ty th e  antinomy 
o f  t h e o r e t i c a l  Reason a r i s e s  from  th e  f a c t  t h a t  Reason, p a sses  
Judgm ent o /o n  th e  a p r i o r i  p r in c ip le s  o f th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g . But 
wo have / s t i l l  to  a sk  why ho a ls o  h o ld s  t h a t  th o  an tinom y 
a e s t h e t i c  Judgment i s  b ro u g h t ab o u t by Reas oh m aking th e  p r i n ­
c ip l e s  o f a e s th e t ic  Judgment s u b je c t  t o  i t s  own p r i n c i p l e  o f  t \ o  
so n d itio n e d .
. ^ ^ s ^ S l '  us i n  S e c tio n  45 t t . C  t h e r e  le  no su ch  th in g  a s  a  
D ia le c t i c  o f  t a s t e  i t s e l f ,  hut only  a  D ia le c t ic  of th e  e n t i r e  
o f  t a s t e  in  resp ect of i t s  p r i n c i p l e s .  Ih e  tra n scen d en ta l  
C r itia u e  of t a s t .  u i l l  con ta in  a part o n l l e a a a l e o t l o  on ly  i f  
w,  f i M  an antinomy o f  th e  p r in c ip le s  o f  t U - i W t y .  I n  t h e
[ f - q .
su b s e q u e n t s e c t io n  in  w hich K ant s e t s  f o r t h  th o  an tinom y o f
t a s t e  h e  e x p la in s  t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  r e a l l y  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t a s t e
w h ich  le a d  to  th e  antinom y^but th e  c o n c lu s io n s  w hich  a re  drawn
fro m  them , flio  antinom y a r i s e s  hecau.se from  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e
' i t  m
p r i n c i p l e  o f t a s t e  i s  p u re ly  s u b je c t iv e ^ th o  o o n o lu s io n  Ift- drewn- 
t h a t  th e  judgm ent o f  t a s t e  i s  b a se d  upon no c o n c e p ts  a t  a l l  and  
fro m  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  judgm ent o f t a s t e  c la im s  u n iv e r s a l  v a l -
(^ L&VS-UCJ. t'.y (tLieu.if
i d i t y  th e  o p p o s ite  'oono luason , nam ely , t h a t  t h e  judgm ent o f  t a s t e
_ is .„ sa se d  upon d e f i n i t e  o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p ts .  -Sna-it- seem s-t o --he  
' " jj  i% /fhoi (W/U. -^i vCcv
obvious t h a t  a cc o rd in g  to  K a n tia n  p r in c ip le s  i t  io  -ReagoM.
A. ct W*< /'t-,
Reason i n  c o n s id e r in g  th e  su b -
e4'*f*fUtU
j e c t i v e  s id o  o f  th e  judgment and a s c r ib in g  to  i t  u n e o n d it io n a l  
.ah so  1-ut e-va  1 i d i t y  a r r i v e s  a t  th e  c o n c lu s io n  t h a t  judgm ents o f 
t a s t e  a r e  no t based  upon any a  r i o r i  -r i n c i - l Q ,  t h a t  th e y  a r e  
in d ep en d en t of c o n c e p ts . In  c o n s id e r in g  th e  o th e r  s id o  and
i
a p p ly in g  th o  same p r in c ip le  ( a b s o lu te  u n c o n d it io n a l  v a l i d i t y )  -fee 
a r r i v e s  a t  th e  o p p o s ite  c o n c lu s io n . Sfe-ie—&o<m rn. t.o mo im p li  od—■
w ith  y.’h i  y f' 'Tfhinti in
p ^ g -lm g  jm lyinv)*. »pnn th n  ,o -.iri-Or i ,-w i wo l .-a l n . o f  . c.or;±Iifi:fc l -Q -.y r^g-
•'•■omier? a b ^ t-tha-ardnclT 4^---^f-..tho --4mdQr s t >jnd l w;
--up»n( t h  o o r ot 1 o a 1—a n t inom l
1 U  v  r , r
17© may now r.roceed w ith  o u r e x am in a tio n  o f d v r  s e c t i o n .
K an t goee on as fo l lo w s . "T here i s  th e n  (1 ) f o r  th e  cogn i t i v e  
f a c u l ty  a n  antinom y of fc a e o a  in  r e s  cot o f  th o  t h e o r e t i c a l  
employment o f o m le ro tan a iiE  o s r r i o i  t o  th e  :> o in tj> f th e  m c o a d l t -  
io n e d ;  (2 )  f o r  *hfl_f e e l in g  o f p le a s u re  and d i y p i i y s t r a ^ n  a n t i ­
nomy o f  Reason in  r e s p e c t  of th e  a e s th e t i c  employment o f  judgm ent;
( 1 )  On t h u  " A n t l w ^ y  i g o e Hsl o g. l  Itotvmv n 11, w ow
( 3 ) f o r  th e  f a c u l ty  o f d e s i r e  an  a n t i  no ray i n  r e s p e c t  o f  th e  
p r a c t i c a l  employment o f s e l f - l e g i s l a t i v e  R e aso n ."  (C .o f  J . , 345
T e r  an  e x p la n a t io n  o f  t h i s  I  nay r e f e r  t o  my e x p o s i t io n  o f 
s e c t i o n  l l ^ o f  th e  I n t ro d u c t io n  to  th o  C r i t iq u e  o f  Judgm ent, 
h r i e f  r e c a p i t u l a t i o n  o f th e  main p o in ts  o f  th o  argum ent c o t  f o r t h  
t h e r e  w i l l  he  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  our p r e s e n t  a u rp o s e . tfo ro g cmhor
£ V a - C _ (  y l f - n  '  (te*> j / tn v - . 'iA }
• th a t iCant b e lie v e s  t h a t  th e r e  -e x is t  th r e e  f a c u l t i e s  o f  th e  .m ind.
ipv) ^  (Jt) /to. h) fa  ^
(a )  u n d e rs ta n d in g , (h ) Judgm ent, (c )  R eason , They may ho ce l l e d  
h-igh^--eog;ii t iv 9"facttlti-os—ho0ftu^a-thgy~~prDauce~rr~Tirlorl -pri-n- 
- e i p l e s .  The f a c u l t i e s  o f th e  mind and th o  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  
s ta n d  i n  a n e c e ssa ry  connex ion . I t  ap p ea rs  t h a t  u n d e rs ta n d in g  
h a s  h p r i o r i  p r in c ip le s  on ly  fo r  th e  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t y ,  Judg-
—     a-v<A,
I m ents on ly  fo r  th e  f e e l in g  of p le a su re  and r a i l ,  R eason o n ly  fo r
t h e  f a c u l ty  o f d e s i r e .  Why- Kant -hoi lo w s - a l l  t h is  I have t r i e d  
t o  e x p la in  b e fo re  and a l l  t h a t  i s  n e c e ssa ry  h e re  i s  to  s t a t e  th a t
e  N is cP
t h e  argum ent s o t  f o r t h  i n  our s e c t io n  h .r u o n is  eg -p e r f e c t l y  w ith  
w hat h a s  boon s a id  i n  th e  In t ro d u c t io n .  S h is  w i l l .b e  se e n  from 
t h e  fo llo w in g  p a ssa g e .
"She re a so n  f o r  th e r e  b e in g  th r e e  h in d s  of a n tin o m ie s  i s  to  
b e  fo u n d  in  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e r e  a r e  t l i r e e  f a c u l t i e s  of c o g n i t io n ,  
u n d e rs ta n d in g , judgm en t, and R eason , each of w h ich , b e in g  a  h ig h e r  
f a c u l t y  o f  c o g n it io n , must have i t s  a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e s . "  jc  .o f  J .
naraoxy, c o g n it iv e  x a c u x ty , r o e u n g  o r *>io
a A. •;
o f  d e s i r e .  F u r th e r ,  th e r e  -assist th r e e  -ee*
e u i ty
, ■at&aoly
'an tinom ies ( t h e o r e t i c a l  and p r a c t i c a l  a n tin o m ie s )  
they  a re in e v i ta b le  and in s o lu b le  u n le s s
She rem ainder of our s e c t io n  i s  -q u i t e e a sy . x a n t  say s t h a t
t h e  t h e o r e t i o a l  ahd  p r a c t i c a l  Jutemerrte, a r e  r e f e r r e d  t o - a  s a p ® -
s e n s ib l e  s u b s tra te , ®-*Ji— ( C * o f J . .  "34p-), b u t  t h a t
th e y  c a n  b e  so lv e d  th o  moment t h i s  i s  d o n e . As ? oy.xi'd .r-t he  
e n tl-n e E ^ ^ - fe e e th e ttc - - J u d g m e n t- th e  same m ethod m ust be  a p p l ie d
F o r  o th e r ­
w ise  t h e r e  r-am&ia. on ly  two a l t e r n a t i v e s ’. - j i th e r  j i t  m ust be
sliowh t h a t  ju ig ia en ts  of t a s t e  a r e  n o t a  p r i o r i  judgm ents a t  a l l ,
ij M-vfAe
t h a t  t h e y _ a r e  p u r e ly  s u b j e c t i v e ,  an d  t h a t  t h e  o o n s s u s W - u f otm,
0 C -*-• *> ■ ' ’- j  A ) ^  "i ' 1 ' .  r ■X~ r t" ri
apunxon
"<r i£.rt..t7.l: (, tv . r t ^  v^v/ S a M * .  (A) $  (xx-Kfiiu*
aa-^. 4-w«.. ••'•-».-* v/% *„„ i.•.-«.* J5<}.-be-'pi/re-ly - o b je c t  i-v-e- ju d g m e n ts ,
i ' » j ' j t ' i e n^  1 
(rv^  ixedttiii^- !'/ ft't <VS d ti-oSc 
. j s i ih —tb e  -eaeist-cm trtr o f
A< h- ei£R.a..K Av-tf-e )
sx&hb h e  -d e c la re d  -c t iose-^rnd -n u g a to ry , -and 
th e  abovs-lav fs - o f - ta a te ' thua-reeonei-l-ed .-w ith  -the-ob  j o c t s  o f  -eoiiee, 
n o t  ae-m ere  pheneiiena-, b u t even -atr -th ings -in -the?«ae lv«er." (■Qyof- -g~. .
346),- ------- ---- ^  ^
^ &r .t- g oes - on aa- f  ullufTS: -^Hew u n s a t i s f a c to r y  b o th  o f th o s e
a l t e r n a t i v e s  a l ik e  a r e  a s  a  means o f  e scap e  h a s  boon sh o rn  i n  
s e v e r a l  p la c e s  i n  our e x p o s i t io n  o f  judgm ents o f  t a s t e . "  (C. o f  j . . 
3 46 .5
'(cliaJ' ('■o .-
" I f ,  hov/evor, o u r d e d u c tio n  i s  a t
l e a s t  c r e d i te d  w ith  h av in g  b e e n  worked ou t on c o r r e c t  l i n e s ,  even 
th o u g h  i t  may n o t have been  s u f f i c i e n t l y  c l e a r  i n  a l l  i t 3  d e t a i l s ,  
t h r e e  id e a s  th o u  s ta n d  o u t in  e v id e n c e . F i r s t l y , th o r e  i s  th e  
s u p e r s e n s ib le  i n  g e n e r a l ,  w ith o u t f u r t h e r  d e te rm in a t io n , as  su b ­
s t r a t e  c f  n a tu r e ;  seco n d ly , t h i s  same s u p e r s e n s ib le  as p r i n c i p l e  
o f  th o  s u b je c t iv e  p u rp o siv en ess  of n a tu re  f o r  our c o g n i t iv e  
f a c u l t i e s ;  t h i r d l y , th e  same s u p e r s e n s ib le  a g a in ,  a s  p r i n c i p l e  o f 
t h e  ends o f  freedom , and p r i n c i p le  o f th o  common a c c o rd  o f th e s e
onus w ith  freedom  i n  th e  m oral sp h e re . ( C. o f j . t 346<J^r)
,  ^ n+<nr, 1 -  o f co u rse  th o  "D eduction  o f Judgm ents o f (1 ) She d e d u c tio n  io  S e c tio n  30 i s  co n cern ed  w ith
T a s te "  w hich £V ^ n  " p e c u l i a r i t i e s  o f th e  judgm en ts. The
n i t h l r c  “ •* .I c - in
fo rm a l P®cy- H ^ r i l  *"**■ i f  +-hmr Viflrn oli i nn.+A va  (e. —.
(S e c t io n  36).
l f>0 '
UvCO../
I  -wi 12. now le a v e  th e  ' 'C r i t iq u e  o f  a e s t h e t i c  judgm en t11 and 
t u r n  t o  th e  " C r i t iq u e  o f t e l e o l o e i c a l  Judgm en t" , v/hat th o  co n ­
n e c t io n  betw een  " A e s th e tic "  and "T e leo lo g y "  i s  K ant h as  e x p la in e d  
t o  us i n  th e  in t r o d u c t io n  t o  t h e  C r i t i que o f  Judgment .  I n  t h e
f i r s t  s e c t i o n  o f th e  " C r i t iq u e  o f t e l e o l o e i c a l  Judgm ent" (S e c t io n  
kc.
6 1 ) -5-cnt r e c a p i t u l a t e s  what h a s  boon worked o u t i n  d e t a i l  i n  
th e  in t r o d u c t io n .  I  s h a l l  fo l lo w  h i s  argum ent b u t- a a y - at a tc -  
t h a t - f o r  a f u l l  mid o r s ta n d in g  i t  i s  n e c e s s a ry  t h a t  th e
r e a d e r  sh o u ld  r e f e r  to  th e  I n t r o d u c t io n .  H * h o -wi s hes- h e -m y  
sO-a-e-conG-ol t  my expoa i - l t -f
( fo o tn o te  c o n t .  from  p rev io u s  -page)
o b je c t iv e  and th e  s u b je c t iv e  s id o  o f th e  judgm ents o f +ooto  
u n d i s t i n g u i s h e d  them  from  th o  judgm ents ab o u t th e  p l e S ^ r t  
( s u b je c t iv e *  judgm ents o f se n se )  and from  judgm ents abn ,+ 
p e r f e c t io n  (o b je c t iv e  judgm ents o f R easo n ). , aD°u t 
The Id ea  of th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  i n  g e n e r a l  aa^knbR+ ^ + a .» 
n a tu r e  i s  id e n t i c a l  w ith  what i s  u s u a l ly  c a l le d  " th ln S  ?v,°x 
i t s e l f " .  Eor-jaa .tu ra U y -th o  th in g  in  i t o e i f -cq n n u l -S f l i S t m.-  
m ined+i»-aBy-;wey-. T hat th e  id e a  o f ^ u b j e c t i v e ^ ^ p o s i v S T r  
o i m . tu re  u n a e r l ie s  a l l  our judgm ents o f  t a s t e  and in  
a l l  r e f l e c t i v e  judgm ents, has bem  shown i n  s e v e r a l  p la c e -
S ection  61.
K a n t 's  argum ent i n  t h i s  s e c t io n  may be p a ra p h ra s e d  as 
f o l lo w s . A ccording  t o  th e  p r in c ip le s  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l
f^/h.cOU'J
p h ilo s o p h y  we have faipi e r e a s o n  (g u tc n  G-rund) t o  a s c r ib e  to
<kn a tu r e  " s u b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv o n o ss"  i n  r e s p e c t  o f - h e r  p a r t i c u l a r  
la w s .  I t  has heen  shown t h a t  -and why a c c o rd in g  to  a  n o o e s -  
a ry  a  p r io r i  p r i n c i p l e  we must p resu p p o se  t h a t  n a tu r e  w i l l  
m eet th e  demand made upon i t  by o u r f a c u l ty  o f  Judgm ent. 7/e 
m ust assume t h a t  n a tu re  v .-ill p r e s e n t  us w ith  a sy s te m  of
S c-e
p a r t i c u l a r  law s . Such an  a ssu m p tio n  i s  n ecessa ry ..— P-or o t h e r ­
wise we couldjnot make nature intelligible <&r ourselves. i f  
we are to understand nature 4*er particular laws must not be 
absolutely heterogeneous but '^so related to ^ e h ^ th e r  as to 
onablo us to arrange them in a logical system.
V/e have seen that the human mind necessarily employs this
tv*A-
-ue^ ’coctivo principle of logical reflexion. v/e ascribe to 
nature logical pnnposivoness. v/e cannot but conceive the 
Idea of a^nature which adapts-herself to the requirements of our 
J udgment.
It has also been shown that we are entitled to ascribe 
to nature a principle of aesthetic purposiveness, n  may 
expect that nature will present us with objects which look to 
us as if nature had designed them for the express purpose of 
adapting herself to the demands of our Judgment and its 
principle of aesthetic reflexion, ge can in f nrt  auDt 
ascribe te-^ature-thrs principle. in othor words, we are 
justified in assuming that nature will present us with forms 
which we shall judge beautiful, i .e .^wlth such forms as bring 
our faculty of a e s t h e t i c  reflection iinfco play ( t h a t  principle
(1 ) se e  above,
Oj no5*nc of viiioh we bocome aware of a harmonious relation of 
°5“ f£CulJ<-:i0s °- cognition). i t  is not Impossible to under- 
ci-and^how wo can suppose^prion to actual experience, that lorbure 
will present us with forms in which there expresses itself suoh
Civw,
S3 principle of unity as to awe Iron our faculty of aesthetic r e -
i rP  • 0
f l e c t i o n .  V/e do^of o ours e f'no t) know a j r i o r i - w h a t  o b je c ts
•..ill "be judged beautiful hy us. She objects must be given to  
us in experience I n  order that v/o may be enabled t o  Judgo them  
aesthetically. But the principle of aesthetic r e f l e c t i o n  i t ­
self is an aprio r i__prineiple -eatd That i t  ^ follows i f  fro m  n o th in g  
olse^fron the fact that v/e should be unable to judge a g iv e n  
object to be beautiful, jUe.^to correspond to the p r i n c i p l e  o f
aesthetic reflection unless the principle itse lf were assumed 
•fe-
b e f  or ©hand uo n apggi-^ ~fr.cn-lty --ef--4he---ffi^ »d.
In other words^  although only the empirical object can make 
its aware of beauty, the principle according to which i t  is judged  
cannot be derived from i t .  It is a product of the mind. I t  
is an a priori principle.
iferr I t  is n.uite clear that the only reason why v/e can make 
use of the a priori principlesjof logical and aesthetic r e f i l l  
i ons 5a3st-res't -upon -the-Idcs -of• -logical -or■~e eethct4c-~i,-teehni-.iue" 
©s-naimrc is that they are both merely -ebjoetive principles.
c*l^ ,pt\<.ur
In a p p l y i n g  thorn we do^assert^no thing about the objects them ­
selves . V/e are concerned with their purely forms.l c h a r a c t e r ­
istics, v/hetlxer logical or aesthetic, i.e . with t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  
to the human mind which judges them to conform to  its own 
principles . ghe-J&es-ef pttrpos iv e acs s - ^ :  i onhnl \ I s  pure ly
r ub J e o t jv Q. I*  ^  1r> both. o f  nTrnttup t lU lu ii o f  -
n a tu r e  t o  t h y  factat^-crf"Jhdgm gnlrw ina-drba--? r l i t c i p3-< s.
(1 ) See abovo,
l + n -
■w^.'Tilio q u e s t io n  a r i o e s : i s  i t  p o s s ib le  to  r e g a rd  th e
o b je c ts  o f n a tu re  th em se lv es a s  p u rp o ses o f  n a tu r e ?  i t  aeons
('Cfv^ .c-t /\«u.VA
a s  ix  t h e  answ er -*fed to  ha  121 th e  n e g a t iv e .
"But th e  u n iv e r s a l  Id ea  o f n a tu r e ,  a s  t h e  -com plex  ( I n -
jv e ^ rifp  ) o f o o jo e t iv e s  o f  s e n s e , g iv e s  us 210 r e a s o n  v /hatever
o r assum ing  t h a t  th in g s  o f z ia tu rc  s e rv e  ono a n o th e r  a s  moans
t o  oiids (Il t t e l^ n Z w e c k e n ) o r  t h a t  t h e i r  v e ry  p o s s i b i l i t y  i s
o n ly  made f u l l y  i n t e l l i g i b l e  by a  c a u s a l i t y  c f  t h i s  s o r t .  F o r
s in c e  i n  th e  c - s e  of th o  b e a u t i f u l  form s above m en tio n ed , th e
r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f th e  th in g s  i s  som eth ing  i n  o u r s e lv e s ,  i t
c an  q u i te  r e a d i ly  be th o u g h t even a  p r i o r i  a s  one w e ll  a d a p te d
and  c o n v en ien t f o r  d isp o s  -ag our c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  t o  an
inw ard  and  p u rp o siv e  harm ony. But whore t h e  p u rp o se s  a r e  n o t
p u rp o ses  of our o ..n , and do n o t ’oolong o von  to  n a tu r e  (w hich
v/e do n o t talc© t o  be a n  i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g ) ,  th e r o  i s  no re a s o h
a t  a l l  f o r  presum ing a  p r i o r i  t h a t  th e y  may o r  ought 21 r v e r -
th e l e s s  t o  c o n s t i tu t e  a  s p e c i a l  h in d  o f c a u s a l i t y  o r  a t  l e a s t
a  q u i te  p e c u l ia r  o rd e r  o f  2i a t u r e . "  (O .o f J . .  359 , 5 0 0 ^
T h is  passage  w i l l  f o r  th e  most p a r t  bo r e a d i ly  u n d e rs to o d
by anyone who has re a d  th e  I n t r o d u c t io n  to  t h e  C r i t i q u e . K an tTs
problem  i s :  How is  i t  p o s s ib le  t o  re g a rd  c e r t a i n  o b je c ts  as
etc
p u rp o se s  o f  n a tu re ?  I t  seems to  be  im p o ss ib le  to  b e l i e ve any­
th ing- o f t h e  kindj ^ o r  n a tu re  as an  o b je c t  o f  e x p e r ie n c e ,  
i ^ —n a tu re  -as- 4e--Urmi4ied--%-y-%he u n i  v e rs  a I  yri-nei-ples- --o f-th e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  (eae- among- o th e rs  t h u  T r in c lp la ^ r i i iT O h s n its a l  
c o u s a l i ty )  n a tu re  as t h e o f  o b je c ts  o f se n se  ( In b e g r if f  
d o r  S inno) does no t g iv e  us any in d ic a t io n  t h a t  i t  obeys y e t  
a n o th e r  p r in c ip le  th a t  i t  p roduces o b jo e ts  p u rp o s iv e ly .  i t  
i s  n o t im po*hible to  understand how wo can a sc r ib e  to  nature
l f > ^ -
JrrT
a  p r in c ip le  of o b je c t iv e  purposiveness^  / i^ er-th is  p r in c ip le  
i s  thought to  he v a l id  only in  r e la t io n  to  th e  human mind.
I'O^ '.vSs- ]j~0
But how can v/e a sc r ib e  to  -her purposes o f  -her own? How can
we make use o f  th e  Idea of nature jg-iowe d as an i n t e l l i g e n t
"being? I t  i s  cfcvious th a t such a co n cep tio n  o f  n atu re i s
fundam entally  d if fe r e n t  from th e  one which i s  thought "by th e
p r in c ip le s  o f th e  understanding* th e -p r ln c iu le  u f ‘CWJHSTtty
ioar-nfrbas?1®-, I t  haa-bo- a t tr ib u te s tr  nature a s p e o ia l  kind o f
su p o r se n c ib le  c a u s a l i t y .  V.’e assume th a t th e r e  e x i s t s  an
.s- (
i n t e l l i g e n t  being\beyond th e  world of sen se\w h ich  produces
^ _____   —..——.............  bOiAAf-ik..
o b je c ts  a c c o rd in g  to  a s p e c ia l  k ind  o f  c a u s a l i t y  ToecWiality
a ccord in g  t o  purposes):.
H-o
B efore going on vas-ha v o Lo~~G'uaccin u u rea lvoa v /ith  one
/fac.j.. is. o lit*. I- «ac- I m i  S./-
-coins or 
di££ietrfrfcy. Kant sa y s in  th e  passage which v/e have j u s t  quoted  
naa^ bo g.oonflofr that th in gs of  u ,lu r ^ sei% o^ n e another  
as means to  ends on th a t t h e ir  very  p o s s ib i l i t y '4 ^ m a d e  f u l l y
v / .  / ( w ;  h  C L c 7 /  '  oU^ Lk.r-1 f,) /  ,
i n t e l l i g i b l e  by a osua a l i t y  o ^ 4 h lo  I t l i ' , ^  imJeo'
K-w ----------  _  c
» « £ # ^ i c n t J y _ n l^ ^  s h a l l  s e e  l a t e r
ct-( 4 rUu C, lu W*x*3 r '
th a t  h e d r awo- a d lo t in c t lo n  between two kinds o f  p u rp o siv e n e ss , 
nam ely, e x tr in s ic  purposiveness (i^ e .^  th e  Idea th a t nature  
produces th in gs in  order to  make them se r v e  one anoth er) and 
in t r in s io  purposivenes3 (th e  Idea th a t  nature produces p a r t ic u ­
la r  th in g s according to  th e  idea  o f a p u rp ose). y/t -nhal 
t h a t  lean t  holftg^th a t i t  i s  on ly  th e  l a t t o r  assum ption which  
can  be made v/ith any degree o f p r o b a b ili ty . ft*.
We can now go on w ith  our in te r p r e ta t io n , have s e e n  
Kant*s problem i s  th a t  i t  seems to  be im p ossib le  t o  a sc r ib e  
purposes to  n a tu re . He goes on t o  adduce another argument. 
"What i s  more, th e  a c tu a l e x is te n c e  o f  th e s e  purposes
c a n n o t be p roved  by o x p e rien ce  -  sav e  on th e  a ssu m p tio n  o f  
c.n a n te c e d e n t p ro c e ss  o f m en ta l ju g g le ry  (e s  m uesste  dorm e in e
ir c r n u e n f te le i  vor^angegangon s e in )  t h a t  o n ly  re a d s  th e  con ­
c e p t io n  o f a  p u rp o se  in to  th e  n a tu re  o f t h e  t h in g s ,  and  t h a t ,  
n o t  d e r iv in g  t h i s  c o n c e p tio n  from  th o  o b je c ts  an a  v/hat i t  knows 
o f  them  from  e x p e r ie n c e , makes u se  o f i t  more f o r  t h e  p u rp o se  
o f re n d e r in g  n a tu re  i n t e l l i g i b l e  to  us by an  a n a lo g y  to  a 
s u b je c t iv e  ground upon which our r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  a r e  b ro u g h t 
i n to  in n e r  connex ion  th a n  f o r  t h a t  o c o g n i s i n g  n a tu r e  from  
o b je c t iv e  g ro u n d s ."  (C .o f  J , . 36CQ/h
IwW
We remember S e c tio n  10 of th e  I n t r o d u c t io n  i n  w hich Kant 
f\ ->
h a s  shown t h a t  th e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  i s  n o t  an  e m p ir ic a l
Kc'/n <jji
p r i n c i p l e .  I t  canno t be d e r iv e d  from  e x p e rie n c e  o f  - ra tio n a -l-
o b jo c ts .  I n  o rd e r  to  judge a  m a te r i a l  o b je c t  t e l e o l o g i c a l l y
o u r minds have to  re a d  som ething  in to  i t .  The d i f f i c u l t y  i s
t h a t  i t  seems a s  i f  t h i s  were a ls o  im p o ss ib le ^ a s  i f  we v/ere i n
no way e n t i t l e d  t o  re a d  pu rposes in to  n a tu re ^ s im p ly  b ecau se
th e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r in c ip le  c o n f l i c t s  w ith  th e  p r in c ip le s  o f
t h e  u n d e rs tan d in g  which knows o f no c a u s a l  connex ion  ex cep t
m echan ica l connexion ( )•
lfc±-
We see^nghe t e l e o lo g ic a l  p r in c ip le  seems to  be  im p o s s ib le  
b o th  as an  e m p ir ic a l  and a s  an  a p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e .  I n  
s e c t i o n  Kant g*»s on as fo l lo w s :
"B e s id e s , o b je c tiv e  p u rp c s iv e n e o s , us a  p r i n c i p l e  upon 
w hich p h y s ic a l  o b je c ts  a r e  p o s s ib le ^ is  so  f a r  from  a tta c h in g  
n e c e s s a r i ly  to  th e  concept of n a tu r e ,  t h a t  i t  i s  t h e  s to c k  
exam ple adduced to  show th e  c o n tin g en cy  o f  n a tu r e  and  i t s  form . 
So w here th e  s t r u c tu r e  of a b i r d ,  f o r  in s ta n c e  th e  ho llow  
fo rm a tio n  o f i t s  bones, th e  p o s it io n  o f  i t s  wings fo r  producing
n o t io n ,  nd o f i t s  t a i l  f a r  s t e e r i n g ,  a r e  c i t e d ,  v/e a r e  t o ld  
t h a t  .3 3 t h i s  i s  i n  th e  h ig h e s t  d e c ree  c o n tin g e n t  i f  we s im p ly  
lo o k  to  th e  nexus e f f e c t i v e s  i n  n a tu r e ,  and  do n o t  c a l l  i n  a id  
a  s p e c ia l ,  r in d  o f c a u s a l i t y ,  nam ely , t h a t  o f  p u rp o se s  ( nexus 
f i a a l i s ) .  T h is  moans t h a t  n a tu r e ,  re g a rd e d  a s  mere m echanism , 
c o u M  have fa s h io n e d  i t s e l f  i n  a  th o u sa n d  o th e r  d i f f e r e n t  ways 
w ith o u t  l ig h t in g  p r e c i s e ly  on th e  u n i ty  b ased  on a  p r i n c i p l e  
l i k e  t h i s ,  and t h a t ,  a c c o rd in g ly , i t  i s  o n ly  o u ts id e  t h e
c o n c e p tio n  of n a tu r e ,  and n o t i n  i t ,  t h a t  we may hope to  f i n d
\
some shadow of ground a  p r i o r i  f o r  t h a t  u n i ty . "  (C . o f J . 3 6 0 ^  
T h is  a g a in  w i l l  bo u n d e rs to o d  by anyone who has
i (tzi. -j / wr
re a d  th e  in t r o d u c t io n ,  xPfce same th e  rem a in d e r of
W-t
S e c tio n  61. r a n t  e x p la in s  t h a t  we e -n  make u se  o f th e  t e l e o -
' A
l o g i c a l  p r in c ip le  r e g a rd in g  n a tu r e  o n ly  i f  we do n o t p re te n d  
«/i. Of ft
t o  e x p la in  -Hr by th ie -  aeans^ I t  c a n  be  em ployed o n ly  p ro b lem ­
a t i c a l l y ,  t h a t  i s  t o  s a y , f o r  th e  sa k e  of our own i n v e s t i g a t i o n  
i n to  na tu re^  n o t f o r  a d e te rm in a tio n  o f n a tu r e  a s  su c h , i n  
o th e r  w ords, i t  i s  a p r in c ip le  t h a t  be longs t o  r e f l e c t i v e  and 
n o t t o  d e te rm in an t Judgm ent. I t  g iv e s  us a t  l e a s t  one more 
p r i n c i p le  ( e in e  B in h o it m ehr) f o r  o u r in q u iry  i n t o  n a tu r e  w hich 
we ap p ly  i n  th o se  case s  i n  which m ech an ica l p r in c ip le s  a r e
fV v fe * .
doomed i n s u f f i c i e n t .  I n  a p p ly in g  i t  we r e g a r d  n a tu r e - b y  analogy 
*/ h r
I k  o u r o r«  f a c u l ty - o f  p roducing  th in g s  p u rp o s iv o ly .  He r e g a rd  
n a tu r e  a s  possessed  of a </avaofo*y ^ fc r  a c t in g  t e c h n ic a l l y .  But 
a l th o u g h  th e  assum ption  o f  such  a r e g u la t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  i s  l e g i ­
t im a te  i t  must no t make us a s o r ib e  t o  n a tu r e  ru rp o se s  o f - h e r  t£ 
own. Vie must n o t a s c r ib e  to  h e r  d o f i n i t e  i n t e n t i o n s ,  ^ o r  
i n  doing so  we sh o u ld  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  a  m ere ly  r e g u la t i v e  p r i i i c ip l e  
a pri p1 " of cngnl wr 4^tre -m t u g e r a c o n s t i t u t iv e
p r i n c i p l e  w hich we sh o u ld  u se  f o r  th e  d e te rm in a tio n  o f  n a tu r e
. .n su e h i^  t v. if h )
CThe co n cep t of a  p u rp o se  o f n a tu re  would he  em ployed n o t 
f o r  r e f l e c t i v e  h u t  f o r  d e te rm in a n t Judgm ent. I t  would h e  a n  
o b je c t iv e  co n cep t o f  lieason  hy means o f w hich v/e t r a n s c e n d  n a tu r e  
a n d  a s c r ib e  t o  h e r  a s u p e r s e n s ib le  c a u s a l i t y !  vie s h o u ld  i n t r o ­
duce a  now c a u s a l i ty  in to  s c ie n c e ,  and  to  do so  can-.he a llo w e d
Uv^ * -............._ .......  _    —--------  **
o n  no c irc u m s ta n c e s ./
A naly tic  o f T e le o lo g ic a l  Judgm ent.
S e c tio n  6 2 .
I n  t h i s  s e c t io n  Kant d i s t in g u is h e s  be tw een  two k in d s  o f
o b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv e n e ss , namely fo rm al o b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv e n e ss
f e - * .
a n d  m a te r ia l  o b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv o n e as . ^  -^he "A n a ly tic  o f  t e l e o ­
l o g i c a l  Judgment."(&b  we s h a l l  s e e ^  w i l l  be co n cern ed  o n ly  w ith
>J V — ___   *--------- —
t h e  l a t t e r .  To e x p la in  S e c tio n  62 we have to  u n d e rs ta n d  what 
K ant means by fo rm al o b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv e n e s s , HB sa y s  a t  th e  
b e g in n in g  of th e  s e c t io n ;  " A ll  g e o m e tr ic a l  f i g u r e s  draw n on a 
p r i n c i p l e  d is p la y  an  o b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv e n e ss  w hich ta k e s  many 
d i r e c t i o n s  and has o f te n  been ad m ired . T h is  p u rp o s iv e n o ss  i s  
one of conven ience  on th e  p a r t  o f th e  f i g u r e  f o r  s o lv in g  a  number 
o f  problem s by a s in g le  p r in c ip le ,  and  even, f o r  s o lv in g  each 
one o f th e  problem s in  em i n f i n i t e  v a r i e ty  of w ays."  ( C .o f  J . .  
362Q/7]
ye  can  see  from t h i s  i n  th e  f i r s t  p la c e  t h a t  fo rm a l o b je c ­
t i v e  p u rp o siv e n ess  i s  th e  p u rp o siv en ess  o f e o a m e tr io a l^ f ig u r e s . 
S k e y  may be c a l le d  purposive^ because  th e y  a re  s u i t a b l e f o r  th e  
s o l u t i o n  o f v a r io u s  p rob lem s. Why does Kant c a l l  t h i s  p u rp o s -  
iv e n e s s ?  What i s  th e  purpose t o  w hich th e  f i g u r e s 4*  supposed
i rcr-rj' t-j.i -
•bo l e n d - t t s - e i f ?  S h is  m y  "be s e e n  fro m  K an t’ s ex am p le s . L et
c7
us assum e t h a t  wo a r e  c a l l e d  upon to  c o n s t r u c t  a  t r i a n g le ,H ; l r e
l * \ r  (-61 j # * .  < •'••-& '*  A v C .  U K A / ~ t & * 4  (%■>■'■ 5 > C f  < V V P  ^  I .  ,
•j y 'p  n-r’ v a n -rmdr---%ito-yert!ic-l e- n n rr l^ . I t  i s  c l e a r
t h a t  t h i s  p rob lem  a d m its  o f  a n  i n f i n i t e  numb o r  o f  s o lu t io n s j  i" ,-/
'•ae f i n d  how ever t h a t  a l l  th e  p o s s ib le  t r i a n g l e s  a r e  en b ran ed
_£y IvgJ~
by th e  c i r c l e  a s  t h o i r  g e o m e tr ic a l  lo c u s ^  1:0 0 0 0  t h a t - m e t t
~#-f-ind.",' i n ‘-tr--ing- -te—e o lv e -o u r  p rob lem  i s  t h a t  '’i lr - l 'n  s i m p l i f i e d
ty^CX-’O
i n  t h e  most su rt.r ir .in c : m anner. Our p u rp o se  4s to  f in d  a l l
p o s s ib le  trx a n p le f j which f u l f i l  th e  c o n d i t io n s  and t h i s  p u rp o se
As tx-ie?.-* *•”» t vL'4-rp4£e> k ' t d t f ,
4 e -c .- .a t 'ls f io d 'b -.—th o  f i g u r e . ' I n  o rd e r  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  I h i s  b e t t o r
vo have to  row ember what Kant h as  to ld  u s ^ in  th e  I n t r o d u c t io n  
.. 0  th o  C r iti« iu e (a b o u t l o g i c a l  p u rp o s iv e n e ss  } .Vhy doos th e  
Id e a  o f  l o g i c a l  p u rp o c iv e n ess  a r i s e  i n  us a t  a l l ,  and  w hat i s  
th e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  which i t  a r i s e s ?  we a r e  c a l l e d  upon to  a r r a n g e
<n. •„■(! <" v( a.if! • u.ist n-j
t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  law s o f n a tu re  s y s te m a t ic a l ly . ,  a iie tr& o  f d r  as
n 7*4/-
o u r u n d e rs ta n d in g  i s  c o n e e rn e d .^ i t  rem ain s  p o s s ib l e  t h a t  v;e 
m ight f i n d  on th e  p a r t i c u l a r  lav;s a n  a b s o lu te ly  d i f f e r e n t  from
5& Uy'thJLd.
c 2io a n o th e r f/vt h a t  t h e i r  s y s te m a tis a t io n ^ e e o n e lp  q u i te  im p o s s ib le .  
•;.'e f i n d ,  how ever, i n  s tu d y in g  n a tu r e  t h a t  t h i s  i s  n o t th e  c a s e ,  
t h a t  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  law s o f n a tu r e  a r e  n o t t o t a l l y  h e te ro g e n e o u s , 
t h a t  n a tu r e  Loads h v rs e l f  t o  o u r own pu rpose  w hich i s  t o  a r r a n g e  
h e r  • a r t i c u l a r  law s s y s te m a t ic a l ly .  vhe r e a l i s a t i o n  o f  t h i s  
f a c t  ro d u ees  n e c e s s a r i ly  as has b een  show n,a f e e l i n g  o f a d m ir-
- J  %/
a t  io n  in  us o r  does so  a t  l e a s t  i n  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h i lo s o p h e r
who nov,’G t h a t  th e  a p r i o r i  p r i n c i p le s  o f th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g
( u a iv e r s : 1 l a w s - i d  n a tu r e )  can n o t acco u n t f o r  su ch  a  s y s te m a tic  
/a
u n i ty  o f n a tu re  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  h e r  p a r t i c u l a r  la w s . W e-w dil 
ad m ire  N a tu re ’ s p u rp o s iv o n e s s , i . e ^  i t s  a d a p ta t io n  to  t h e  human 
m ind. H atune seems to  conform  to  t h e  d e s i r e  o f th e  s u b je c t  -4r&- 
J jL iJ i Imowledga of ^ n a tu re  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f w hich depends on i t s
b e in g  a  sy s tem ....................................... .........
(1 ) See above
’Htta-c a sB'- i s  q u i t e s i m ilar  r eg a r d in g -ld ie  p u rp o s iv o n e s s  o f
.  t \  p - J '-u p k J c‘,-1  c r v « - P >  h < .f r C -
gOOa':Oul*i Q£ 1 figm*Osjj. ^ .'0  f i n d  0 1 1 C 2 t l l G  ObjOCtS Comply
i t h  our own id  o lio s . we so  ole to  s o lv e  c. g e o m e tr ic a l  p rob lem
and we f i n d  t h a t  th o  p ro p o r t io s  o f o u r o b jo c ts^  ^ g e o m e tr ic a l
f i g u r e s  t  make th io  p o s s ib le  raid even o s y .  ITo wonder wo.>
udm i-o them  f o r  t l i o i r  p u rp o s iv o n e s s . jran t says o f  t h e  o ld  
g e o m e tr ic ia n s  t h a t  '-Th*rj d o l ig h te d  thorosolvos w ith  a  p u rp o so -  
iv o n ea s  w h ich^a lthough  b e l o ^ i n g  to  th o  n a tu r e  o f  th e  t h in g s ,  
th o y  w ere  a b le  t o  p r e s e n t  c o m p le te ly  a  p r i o r i  a s  n e c e s s a r y ."
(C .o f  J . ,  3C't}6) ile  goes 021 a s  f o l lo w s .
”_ I n to ,  h in s o l f  a  m a s te r  of t h i s  s c io n c e ,  was f i r e d  w ith  
th o  I d e a  o f  an  o.. i g i n a l  c o n s t i t u t i o n  o f  t i l i n g s ,  f o r  th e  d i s ­
covers'' o f  w hich v 0  c o u ld  d is p e n s e  v ;ith  a l l  e x p e r ie n c e , and o f  a 
power o f th e  wind e n a b lin g  i t  t o  d o riv o  th o  harm ony o f  r e a l  
t i l in g s  fro m  t h e i r  s u p e r s e n s ib le  p r i n c i p l e  (an d  w ith  th o s e  r e a l  
th in g s  h '  c la s s e d  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f numbers w ith  w hich th e  ralnd
p la y s  i n  m u s ic .)"  (C . o f J . ,  *&">}in
L&-* eg
Sew Vshat has t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h ilo so p h y  t o  s a y  ab o u t t h i s
p u rp o s iv e n e ss  o f g eo m e tric  1 f ig u r e s  and numbers th o  o b s e rv a t io n
of w hich made r l a t o  th in k  t h a t  th o  human mind was c a p a b le  o f
n  l~«-
d o r iv in g  i t  from  th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le .  I n  th e  f i r s t  p la c e  drr> jiaa
<■—V^ ,■'.{-a
•te-be-aefced  t h a t  th o  p u rp o s iv e n e ss  w hich i s  assum ed i s  manlfostfer 
o b je c t iv e  and  i n t e l l e c t u a l  n o t s u b je c t iv e  and a e s t h e t i c ,  i h i s
?  ( t ru .
i s  c lear* , ^ ’o r  i n  assum ing i t  wo a re  co n ce rn ed  w ith ^ c o g n it io n
o f o b je c ts  and n o t m ere ly  w ith  our own s u b je c t iv e  f e e l in g s  abou t
> kZuo
thorn. And y e t  "S h is  i n t e l l e c t u a l  p u rp o s iv o n e ss  i s  s im p ly  fo rm a l ,  
n o t r e a l .  I n  o th e r  words i t  i s  a  p u rp o s iv o n e ss  w hich does n o t 
im ply a n  under ly in g  p u rp o se , and w h ich , t h e r e f o r e ,  does not 
s ta n d  in  need o f  t e le o lo g y . As e a c h , and  although  i t  i s  o b jeo -
t i v e ,  no t s u b je c t iv e  l i k e  a e s t h e t i c  p u rp o s iv o n e s s , i t s  p o s s ­
i b i l i t y  i s  r e a d i ly  c o m p re h e n s ib le , th o u g h  on ly  i n  th e  a b s t r a c t . "  
( t  . o f  J » ,
T h is  seems d i f f i c u l t  to  u n d e rs ta n d . F o r  from  th e  f a c t  
t h a t  th e  p u rp o s iv e n e ss  i s  o b j e c t iv e ,  i . e . ^  t h a t  i t  c o n c e rn s  
p r o p e r t i e s  o f  o b j e c t s ^ i t  seems t o  fo llo w  t h a t  i t  m ust b e  d e r iv e d  
from  a  d e f i n i t e  o b je c t iv e  c o n c e p t.  I t  seems p e rm is s ib le ^  even  
n e c e s s a ry  to  d e r iv e  o b je c t iv e  fo rm a l p u rp o s iv e n e ss  from  th e
o Q-vvh-vv
s u p e r s e n s ib le .  The s o lu t io n  of t h i s  problem  i s  -im p li-ed i n  
t h e  p a ssa g e  w hich fo llo w s  th e  one w hich v/e have j u s t  q u o te d .
CV.
h u n t p o in ts  o u t t h a t  t h e  g e o m e tr ic a l  f ig u r e j  e^gn a c i r c le ^  i3  
a n  i n t u i t i o n  w hich th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  has d e te rm in e d  a c c o rd in g  
t o  a  p r i n c i p l e  "T his .- r in e ip le  w h ich  i s  a r b i t r a r i l y  assum ed
J
and  made a  fu n d am en ta l c o n c e p tio n , i s  on ly  found  in  o u r s e lv e s ,  
and  found a  r i o r i  a s a  r e p r e s e n ta t io n .  I t  i s  th e  u n i ty  o f  
t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  e x p la in s  th e  u n i ty  o f th e  num erous r u le s  
r e s u l t i n g  from  th e  c o n s t r u c t io n  o f  t h a t  c o n c e p tio n ."  (C .o f  J . .  
364$}
T h is  w i l l  h e  r e a d i ly  u n d e rs to o d  by anyone who i s  f a m i l i a r  
w ith  th e  d o c tr in e  o f t h e  C r i t iq u e  o f  p u re  R e a so n / c o n c e rn in g  
g eo m etry . A ccord ing  to  t h i s  d o c tr in e  a  g e o m e tr ic a l  f i g u r e  i s  
n o t a  th in g  i n  i t s e l f ,  i t  i s  a  mere r e p r e s e n ta t io n  and a s  such  
m ust n e c e s s a r i ly  conform  to  th e  a  p r i o r i  c o n d it io n s  o f i n t u i t i o n
X
and th o u g h t.  A g e o m e tr ic a l  f i g u r e  i s  n o t an  e x te r n a l  o b je c t .
i t  ~~   _
I t  i s  a  p ro d u c t o f th e  raind} And y e t—i t  i s  n o t a n  a r b i t r ary^-
_pr*dttet .  I t  vast (wlij ho-o b-con-a hown i n- t ho f i r e t - O r i t l  u o )
^ n e c e s s a r i l y  conform to  th e  o b je c t iv e  c o n d it io n s  o f  e x p e r ie n c e , 
(sp a c e  and th e  concep ts  o f th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g ) . B ecause t h i s  i s  
s o , i t  i s  easy  t o  s e e  how th e  u n i ty  o f  th e  r u l e s  r e s u l t i n g  from
t h e  c o n s tr u c t io n  i s  brought about. i t  i s  duo t o  th e  f a c t
t h a t  ev e ry  g e o m e tr ic a l  c o n s t r u c t io n  m ust n e c e s s a r i l y  ( a  p r i o r i )
conform  to  t h e  a  p r i o r i  fo rm  o f  o u te r  i n t u i t i o n  (sp a c o )  and
/vial ffA
t h e  a  p r i o r i  form e o f th o u g h t.  The p u rp o s iv e n e s s  i s  m ere ly --------------------------------------------  f\
fo rm a l ,  n o t  roa.1- because  t h e  o b je c t  i s  a  p ro d u c t o f  t h e  mind 
and  a s  su ch  i s  p u rp o s iv e  "m erely  i n  so  f a r  a s  i t  conform s t o  
th e  form s w hich a r e  im posed by th e  nind^iy
Now th e  " u e s t io n  a r i s e s :  Why do we adm ire  t h i s  p u re ly
fo rm a l and i n t e l l e c t u a l  p u rp o s iv e n e ss?  I t  i s  q u i te  e a sy  to  
answ er t h i s  q u e s t io n  i n  acco rd an ce  w ith  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p r i n ­
c i p l e s .  We need  o n ly  /'x-viaxa.vv&uw'' t h a t  i t  h as  b een  shown i n  
th o  f i r s t  C r i t iq u e  t h a t  th e  r u le s  w hich g u id e  g e o m e tr ic a l  oon-
7Ail  '
s t r u c t i o n s  a r e  s y n th e t i c  a p r i o r i  r u l e s .  ’* s t  p r o p e r t i e s 'a
■ A
g e o m e tr ic a l  f i g u r e  p o ss e s se s  can n o t be  b ro u g h t o u t by mere 
a n a l y s i s .  To ta k e  an  exam ple. I n  o rd e r  t o  know w hat p r o ­
p e r  t i e s  a  c i r c l e  p o s s e s se s  we must do more th a n  s im p ly  a n a ly s e  
- i t s  c o n c e p t. We m ust a p p ly  th e  c o n ce p t to  i n t u i t i o n .  We
m ust c o n s t ru c t  i t  i n  s p a c e .
uo-n&opt- - i t s - e l f - i g - a - p r i ^ e i p l e -o f  
i t  we must e x h ib i t  i n  .ep^ae^ -as-b -e ing -the -fo rR -t o- whic h  - a l l —
"T his g iv e s  th e  u n ity  th e  ap p ea ran ce  o f  having an ex te rn a l  
sou rce of i t s  r u le s  d i s t i n c t  from o u r f a c u l ty  o f  r e p r e se n ta t io n ,  
J u s t  a s  i f  i t  were em p ir ica l. Hence th e  way th e  o b jeo t answers 
t o  th e  understanding's own p e c u lia r  need f o r  r u le s  appears 
i n t r in s i c a l l y  co n tin g en t, and, th e r e fo r e , on ly  p o s s ib le  by 
v ir tu e  o f an end e x p re ss ly  d ir e c te d  t o  i t s  p rod u ction ,"  (C .o f  J .
5 6 4 ^
f t . u u i i ' i v u / '  rvo •■■-,'. 7 / a  S ,(l ^ < s l  ^  *~>
Kant--go os  on- t tr -^ y  th€t-% he-v o iy  f a c t  th a t  . t l i i s  i s  r.
fji>. /: iri/1 iU -/kjr-4i.<-! /'vsi-Af <v-?
p r i o r i  purpoaiv-oaoee e x i e t e ^ h o e l d  -bring  -homo - to  -u s - th e  fa c t-
^ t l i a t  sp a c e  th ro u g h  th o  d e te rm in a tio n  o f  w hich  (by moans o f  th o
im a g in a t io n  ^ eM « r i n  acco rd an ce  w ith  a  c o n c e p t)  th o  o b je c t  
!S $/•' h' t’-s1
r: lo n e  p o s s ib le  in  n o t a  •ew i-lity  o f  th e - th in g s  o u to id c  tts
lb  a  u  ■*.,-« it • ■• H.'j j) f v r  . - y )
r a j ^ r o p r o s  cntcft l<m ~oad£$Iac i n  o u rs  e lv e s .  I n  o th e r  v :o rd st
■Jl* l^ -e t rf-V-e-. -n itVi'A.'V <«>Jg <7 &•* ctfitf’ h-^ cA,c,t^ A.<eJf
—."..t  t h e -eb jee t?n ecessarily -cb n C -o r:.^ -^ ;-o  sp a co  and th o  oohOM-.tis-cd 
c one o p ts  <-e one op t n-^pp-i-red-'-to - th o -frrn th o e ic - , —feh e -iiaag ia & tio n )  
ought to  make us r o a l i s o  t h a t  th o  p r i n c i p l e  o f  u n i ty  does no!
V< /.OolUl-1  ^ nu’wl.
b e lo n g  to  th o  feb'Jc c t  a s  such  b u t  - in  in tro d u c o d  by -ns in to  i t  
"I-Ionco whore I  <£raw a  f i g u r e  i n  acco rd an ce  w ith  a  cone op t o r  i n  
o th e r  words when I  form  my o n  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  w hat i s  . I v o n  
t o  me e x t e r n a l l y ,  bo i t s  own i n t r i n s i c  n a tu r e  what i t  ..a y , what 
r e a l l y  happens i s  t h a t  I  in tro d u c e  th e  p u rp o s iv o n e ss  i n to  t i i a t  
f i g u r e  o r  r e p r e s e n ta t io n ,"  (C. o f  J . ,  o&
oou oxi 1 ~in ■iwtc - -»2. t i
u i r o C j c . s p u t s  i t  a  c r i t i c a l  u se  o f  Reason ( e in o n  k r i t i o c h e n  
G-obrauch dor V e rn u n f t) ,  i a - e th e r  wo r dr^. -binco i t  i s  on ly  on th o  
p r i n c i p le s  of t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h ilo so p h y  t h a t - t h e  fo rm a l i n t e l l e c ­
t u a l  p u rp o siv o n ess  c a n  bo e x p la in e d , i t  i s  - u i t o  n a tu r a l  t h a t  we 
sh o u ld  c .dn iro  g e o m e tr ic a l o b je c ts  f o r  oo forming: to  o u r own a 
p r i o r i  r l n c i p l e .  'coaW '.ooo on ao -f ol l o ws . "how a s to n ish m e n t 
(Veruun d eru n g ) i s  a  chock t h a t  th e  mind re c o iv o s  fro m  a r e p r e ­
s e n t a t i o n  and th e  r u lo  g iv e n  th ro u g h  i t  b e in g  in c o m p a tib le  v /ith  
th e  m in d 's  e x is t  i n ;  fund  o f ro o t  p r i n c i p l e s ,  and  t h a t  a c c o rd in g ly  
makes one doubt o n e 's  own e y e s ig h t o r q u e s t io n  o n e 's  judgm ent;
CUv/v-
b u t  a d m ira tio n  i s  -as a s to n ish m en t t h a t  keeps c o n t in u a l ly  r o c u r r -  
in c  d e s p i te  th e  d isap p ea ran ce  o f t h i s  d o u b t. A d m ira tio n  i s  
c o n se q u e n tly  q u i te  a  n a tu r a l  e f f e c t  o f o b se rv in g  th e  ab o v e-
Jf33.
m en tio n ed  p u rposiveness- i n  th e  e ssen ce  o f  th in g s  (a s  phenom ena),
and  go f a r  th e r e  i s  r e a l l y  nothin;; to  h e  s a i d  a g a i n s t  i t .  l o r
tixo ag reem en t o f  th e  above fori., o f  sexicuous i n t u i t i o n ,  w hich  i s
s
c a l l e d  s p a c e ,  w ith  th o  f a c u l ty  o f  c o n c e p tio n s -, nam ely u n d e rs ta n d ­
i n g ,  n o t a lo n e  le a v e s  i t  in e x p l ic a b le  why i t  i s  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  
fo rm  o f  agreem ent and n o t some o th e r ,  h u t ,  i n  a d d i t i o n ,  p ro d u ces 
a n  ex p an sio n  o f th e  mind i n  which i t  g e t s ,  so  to  spealc , th o  
s e c r e t  f e e l in g  o f  th o  e x is te n c e  of so m eth in g  ly in g  beyond th e  
c o n f in e s  o f  su c h  sensuous r e p r e s e n ta t io n s , i n  w h ich , p e rh a p s , 
a l th o u g h  unknown t o  u s , th e  u l t im a te  s o u rc e  o f t h a t  a cc o rd a n c e  
c o u ld  ho found . I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  we have  a ls o  no need  t o  know 
t h i s  so u rc e  where we a re  m erely  concerned  v /ith  th o  fo rm a l p u r ­
p o s iv e n e ss  o f our a  p r i o r i  r e p r e s e n ta t io n s ;  b u t  oven th o  m ere 
f a c t  t h a t  v:c a r e  com pelled to  lo o k  ou t i n  t h a t  d i r e c t i o n  e x c i te s  
a n  aceomwanying a d m ira tio n  f o r  th e  o b je c t  w hich o b l ig e s  us to  
do s o •" (C .o f J » ,  3 6 5 .)
2*re nassege  i s  f a r  more im p o rta n t th a n  i t  may seem a t  f i r s t  
; i . - h t .  I n  o rd e r  t o  u n d e rs tan d  what K ant*3 prob lem  i s  we have
too
t o  remember t h a t  ho has t o l d  us i n  th e  I n t r o d u c t io n  t o  th o
*A d\jlL'ivf Ri-Vit f)
C r i t in u e y fetert; co n cep tio n ^  o f  th e^ 'g u rp o c iv en o ss  o f  ^ f .th ro  .:  o; 
n e c e s s a r i ly ’- bound up w ith  a  f e e l in g  of p le a s u r e .  F u r th e r -  
■ -ornini o u ro o lv ee t h e*-we have been  t o l d  t h a t  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n ta lth  CVvJcri-«ifs
p h ilo s o p h e r  i n  f l a d in g  o b je c ts  o f  n a tu r e  : n ' - o n /o im t o  Lh» p r i n ­
c i p l e  o f  lo g ic a l  p u rp o s iv e n e ss , w il  n e c e s s a r i ly  adm iro i^ t f 0r  
4&B b e in g  a  system  a c c o rd in g  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  la w s . ,vhy i s  t h i s
fe e lin g -  o f  a d m ira tio n  r e s t r i c t e d  to  th o  t r a n s o e n d e n ta l  p h i lo - o  
!*&Jp h e r ,  s o ,  K ant s a y s , -fe-t h a rd ly  anyone b u t  a  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  
p h ilo s o p h e r  would ho cap ab le  o f i t ?  {£ee  above.
Wo Jmow th e  answaapj. 1 The tra n scen d en ta l p h ilo so p h er  w i l l  adm ire
? ' HOiA
n - .tu ro  f o r  I tfc  being; a l o g i c a l  sy s tem  b ecau se  h e  knows t h a t
th e  o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  c a n n o t acco u n t f o r  
fcui . As
■idr. -So- f a r  as th o s e  p r i n c i p l e s  a r e  c o n c e rn e d , n a tu r e  may be  a
c h a o t ic  a g g re g a te .  I t  i s  a merely- s u b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  w hich
riahoe us assum e t h a t 1 i t  w i l l  n o t  be  so  and  ev ery  t i n e  we f i n d  
Hu-0 /■
- i t '  c o n firm ed  by th o  f a c t s  .t h a t  nat-ur e- i s  a. sy s  Lon i7e~'B hull
. \ i  hr U . lh.l-3 /h .
,w>f.nee e s s g r i l y  a tirosr'ff or -1! 1-. / 'jihe-yoas on—is  ■ t h a t  wo laiow
( l-vf; I'*S'^ 'U' ' ► ■.gf.'l ft ft (
o f no n e c e ssa ry  : -o.?r;on 4 fe. 'The s y s te m a tic  o rd e r  o f n a tu r e
ujrf"
- r o^ - r d in y  h o r - p a r t i c u l a r -l -ewe in  m ere ly  c o n t in g e n t .  V/e laiow
W >  f(?U / A
a  p r i o r i  -whether - i t  ex is ts*  and when we f in d  i n  e x p e r ie n c e  t h a t
fiw
i t  door.,49ftow Reason o r  a t  l e a s t  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h i lo s o p h e r
who has made a  c r i t i c o .1  use  o f h is  R eason w i l l  adm ire  i t  f o r  
f a
con fo rm ing  to  t r  m ere ly  s u b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  of r e f l e c t i o n .
She v e ry  o p p o s ite  may be s a id  o f  m a te r i a l  o b je c t iv e  p u rp o so -
iv o n e s s  o f  n a tu r e .  Anyone b u t a  t r a n s c e n d o n ta l  p h ilo s o p h e r  may
ad m ire  g e o m e tr ic a l  f i g u r e s  f o r  t h e i r  p u rp o s iv o n e s s . F o r  h e  a lo n e
iniows t h a t  i t  i s  our own m inds w hich in tro d u c e  -4*  ^ i n t o  t h o i r a .
Falsing "a c r i t i c a l  u se  of Reason" h e  knows t h a t  -nfc£-:-r e  i s  a  more
"fas
pia£ ets.G-'vA fSsft"«»ere r e p re s e n ta t io n p a n d  t h a t  4r(r must n e c e s ­
s a r i l y  conform  to  th o  form s o f i n t u i t i o n  and  th e  form s of th o u g h t .
Why s h o u ld  he adm ire  -her when he f in d s  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a c tu a l ly  th e  
c a se ?  .And y e t  even f r o r  th e  p o in t  of view  o f t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  
p h ilo so p h y  n o th in g  can  be s a id  a g a in s t  such  an  a d m ira tio n ^  ^ o r
a lth o u g h  th o  t r r a is c e n d e n ts l  p h ilo s o p h e r  knows t h a t  th e  human
b-rfc
mind re-p 
th o u g h t
th o  form  o f our o u te r  i n tu i t io n ^  _-;e-i t h e r  doea--b7e--knt .^r—.rh;—bin
t u  v t - i t  h \c J *  /f -rv v v  cV i l  ''v^  f a  <7
— c^-l t y  o f -4heurht s  1 ro u ld r :: wr n c ■i-t-h-t iie  f a c u l ty  of --o u t ftp i n - —
iHjarti-orrr' O n-the  c u n lra ry -, being  a  c r i t i c a l  pnixoSTOpher ,-'lio
has to  nnnta?^et--tho--w^id--4>f--ap'r>earQno op w ith  a  V'C ^ld -o f. things?
i
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T here m ust be some ground f o r  t h e i r  ag reem en t b u t  t h i s  g round  
h a s  to  be looked  f o r  in  the  s u p e r s e n s ib le  o f w hich we can have 
no knowledge* The o b s e rv a t io n  o f  fo rm a l o b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv e ­
n e s s  w i l l  g iv e  us no more knowledge o f  t h i s  supreme ground  o f
th e  agreem ent betw een i n t u i t i o n  and th o u g h t ,b u t  i t  w i l l  f i l l
( 1 )
u s  w ith  a d m ira tio n  fo r  th e  o b je c t  w hich makes th in k  o f  i t .
We have le a r n t  from S e c tio n  62 what Kant means by
o b je c t iv e  fo rm al p u rp o s iv e n e ss ,a n d  we ahe have a ls o  l e a r n t  t h a t
h a s
th e  A n a ly tic  o f T e le o lo g ic a l  Judgm ent wxiixhajrw to  co n ce rn  i t ­
s e l f  w ith  a  d i f f e r e n t  k in d  o f o b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv e n e s s ,n a m e ly , 
m a te r i a l  o b je c t iv e  p u rp o s iv e n e s s .
S e c tio n  63 .
What Kant u n d e rs ta n d s  by o b je c t iv e  and m a te r i a l  p u rp o s iv e -  
n e s s  may be seen  from  th e  fo llo w in g  p a s s a g e . “There i s  o n ly  
one case  in  which e x p e rie n c e  le a d s  our judgm ent to  th e  c o n c e p t­
io n  o f  an .:'o b jec tiv e  and m a te r ia l  p u r p o s iv e n e s s , th a t  i s  to  s a y , 
to  th e  c o n ce p tio n  o f  a purpose o f  n a tu r e .  T h is  i s  where the  
r e l a t i o n  in  which some cause s ta n d s  to  i t s  e f f e c t  i s  under 
re v ie w ,an d  7/here we a re  o n ly  ab le  to  see  u n ifo rm ity  i n  t h i s
tl
r e la t io n  ( w elch es w ir a ls  g ese tzm a ssig  e in zu sehen  uns nur da- 
durch vermogend fin d en  ) on in trod u cin g  in to  the ca u sa l p r in c ip le  
the Idea o f  the e f f e c t  and making i t  the source o f  the c a u s a lity  
and the b a sa l (zum Grunde lie g en d e ) co n d itio n  on which the 
e f f e c t  i s  p o s s ib le .  " (C .of J . 3 6 6 ,3 6 7 .)
In a note to th is  passage Kant e x p la in s  once more th a t
(1 )  -We need on ly  say that there are two stems o f  hum™
n a m e ly ,s e n s ib il i ty  and understanding,w hich perhaps s n r W  g e *
common,but to  us unknown,root. " (C .P .R . b  2 9 .)  l rom a
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th e  p u rp o s iv e n e se  w ith  w hich pure  m ath em a tics  i s  co n cern ed  i s  a 
m ere ly  fo rm al p u rp o s iv e n e s s . M athem atics i s  n o t concerned  w ith  
th e  r e a l  e x is te n c e  o f  th in g s .  Hence i t  c an n o t touch  th e  q u e s t io n  
o f cause and e f f e c t ,  and th e  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  o bse rved  does n o t 
le a d  to  th e  co n cep t o f a  p u rpose  o f n a tu r e .
We have now to  e x p la in  K a n t 's  e x p o s i t io n  o f  o b je c t iv e
and m a te r ia l  p u rp o s iv e n e s s . T h is i s  n o t r e a l l y  d i f f i c u l t .  In
th e  f i r s t  p lac e ,w e  have to  a sk : What..-is th e  r e l a t i o h  betw een
cau se  and e f f e c t  w hich i s  in v o lv e d  in  th e  p r in c ip le  o f
m ech an ica l c a u s a t io n ?  Kant would say  t h a t  in  a p p ly in g  t h i s
p r i n c i p le  we re g a rd  th e  e f f e c t  a s  dep en d en t on th e  cause w ith o u t
assum ing t h a t  th e  cause i s  in  any way dependen t on th e  e f f e c t
to  be p ro d u ced . T h is  may be i l l u s t r a t e d  by an exam ple. What
do we m ea n ,fo r  in s t a n c e ,when we judge  t h a t  th e  s e a  i s  th e  cause
o f th e  f e r t i l i t y  o f  th e  lan d ?  O bv iously  t h a t  th e  e f f e c t ( f e r t i l i t y
i s  s a id  to  be dependen t on i t s  c a u se ( th e  s e a ) .  T h is c o n n e c tio n
i s  th o u g h t to  be n e c e s s a ry . The lan d  would n o t  be f e r t i l e , i f
th e  e e a  had n o t in u n d a te d  i t .  B ut we do n o t assume t h a t  th e
♦
s e a  h a s  in u n d a ted  th e  lan d  w ith  the  i n te n t io n  o f m aking i t  
f e r t i l e .  The c o n n ec tio n  betw een cause and e f f e c t  i s  judged  
to  be c o n tin g e n t in  so f a r  a s  th e  cause i s  q u i te  in d ep en d en t
o f  th e  p o s s ib le  e f f e c t .
The case  i s  q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  when we f u r t h e r  assume th a t  
th e  s e a  h as in u n d ated  the  lan d  f o r  th e  sake o f  m aking i t  f e r t i l e .
V V -
^■’0  show ld r p p l ^ t h e  t o l e o l o ; l o a l  p r in c ip le ^  ^  Cause and  d f f o d tt i J S >
r e  m u tu a lly  dependen t on ono -n o th o r .  The e f f e c t  would he
im p o s s ib le  b u t f o r  th e  cause^and t h e  c ru s e  f o r  i t s  p a r t  would 
n o t  have  cone i n to  a c t io n  b u t f o r  t h e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  ■(I d e a )
o f  t h e  e f f e c t  to  be  p roduced .
h a t  use  we can  make o f  t h e  t e l e o lo ;  i c s l  p r i n c i p l e  ; i l l
ll<usf } V'S{~
b 9 e x -1 - i nod l a  t e r . " ha  -"ive* ^ 1- J - o  -o  hav-e t er d i s t i n ­
g u is h  b e tw een  two k in d s o f  o b j e c t i v e  and m a te r ia l  p u rp c s iv o -
e s s ,  v i z . ,  i n t r i n s i c  p u rp o s iv o n e ss  raid e x t r i n s i c  ( r e l a t i v e )  
p u r  o s iv e n o s s .  \ Kant says*, ( a * ^  e \ }
^-"sYo nay re g a rd  tho  e f f e c t  a s  b e in g , a s  i t  s t a n d s ,  a n  a r t -  
p ro d u c t, o r we may only  re g a rd  i t  a s  what o th e r  p o s s ib le  
o b je c ts  i n  n a tu re  nay employ f o r  th e  p u rp o se s  o f  t h e i r  a r t .
e may, i n  o th e r  w ords, lo o k  upon th o  e f f e c t  e i t h e r  r s  an  and , 
o r  e l s e  as a  moans which o th e r  c au ses  u se  i n  th o  p u r s u i t  o f 
e n d s . "h e  l a t t e r  p u rp o siv o n ess  i s  te rm ed  u t i l i t y  ( U u tz b a r k e i t )
w here i t  concerns human b e in g s ,  and a d a p t a b i l i t y  (\ u t r r . e g l l c k -  
k e i t ) where i t  concerns any o th o r  c r e a t u r e s .  i t  i s  a p u re ly  
r e l a t i v e  p u rp o s iv o n e ss . .The fo rm e r , on th e  c o n t r a r y ,  i s  an 
i n t r i n s i c  p u rp o siv en ess  belonging  to  th e  th in g  i t s e l f  a s  a 
.n . tu r a l  o b je c t ."
I t  would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  t h i s  i f  Kant d id  no t 
i l l u s t r a t e  i t  by examples which make i t  q u i te  c l e a r ,  •
O'*—
ye may a s c r ib e  to  n a tu re  p u rp o s iv e n e ss  -as- th e  ground 
t h a t  i t  p roduces th in g s  which -eenwe th e  pu rposes o f  o th e r  
n a tu r a l  o b je c ts ,  o .g ^ v /e  may say  n a tu r e  p roduces v e g e ta b le s  
f o r  th e  pu rpose  o f p reserv ing ; th e  e x is te n c e  o f  a n im a ls
o r  e ls e  we nay say  th a t  n a tu re  p roduces c e r t a i n  
th in g s  f o r  th e  purpose of making th e  e x is te n d e  o f  human b e in g s  
p o s s ib le  and p re s e rv in g  i t  4 « t l l t t y ) .  I n  b o th  c a se s  th o
" I
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p u rp o c iv o a o ss  assum ed i s  e x te rn a ^  ■fttre* r e l a t i o n  betw een
d i f f e r e n t  o b je c ts  o f  n a tu re ^ .
■Sew- Kent a rg u e s  t h a t  v/e can n o t a s c r ib e  to  n a tu r e  any
uch p r in c ip le ^  to  be  en ab led  to  a s s e r t  t h a t  n a tu r e
p roduces c e r t a i n  th in g s  f o r  th e  sa k e  o f  o th e r s  v/e sh o u ld  have
to  p ro v e  t h a t  th e  l a t t e r  ought to  e x i s t .  '- 'h is  however i s
-> J
-suite im p o ss ib le  oven a s  re g a rd s  human b e in g s .  Mere o b s e r ­
v a t io n  o f n a tu re  cun n e v e r . ju s t ify  us i n  coming to  th o  co n ­
c lu s io n  t h a t  c e r ta in ,  th in g s  ought to  e x i s t .  i t  c a n  te a c h  us 
on ly  what i s  n o t-*/hibch  o u  h t  to  b e . hven o f human b e in g s  
we can n o t say  th a t  n a tu re  v/ishes th e n  to  e x i s t ,  t h a t  -h e r  & 
p u rpose  i n  p roducing  o th e r  th in g s  i s  to  p re s e rv e  t h o i r  e x i s -  
t  o n ee .
"We can  e a s i ly  see  t h a t  th o  o n ly  c o n d i t io n  on w hich o x t r i n -  
s i c  p u rp o s iv e n e ss , t h a t  i s ,  th e  a d a p t a b i l i t y  o f a  th in g  f o r  
o th e r  th in g s ,  c an  be  looked  on as an  e x t r i n s i c  pnyoi-fr*! ewd , 
i s  t h a t  th e  e x is te n c e  o f th e  thin,-- f o r  w hich i t  i s  p ro x im a to ly
oV-tt.
o r  rem o te ly  adap ted  i s  i t s e l f ,  and in  i t s  own r i g h t ,  -;,m  6nd  o f 
n a tu r e .  But t h i s  i s  a m a tte r  t h a t  c -n  n ev er bo d e c id e d  by - ay 
m ere s tu d y  of n a tu re .  Hence i t  fo llo w s  th a t  r e l a t i v e  p u rp o se -  
iv e n o s s , a lth o u g h , on a c e r t a i n  s u p p o s i t io n ,  i t  p o in ts  to  n a tu r a l  
p u rp o s iv e n e s s , does no t w a rran t any a b s o lu te  t e l e o l o g i c a l  ju d g ­
m en t."  (C. o f  J ». 368-9^7]
W ithout concern ing  o u rse lv e s  v /ith  every  d e t a i l  o f t h i s  
s e c t io n  v/e may s t a t e  K an t’ s g e n e ra l  id e a  as fo llo w s*  We canno t 
e s c r ib e  e x t r i n s i e ^ r e l e t i v e *  p u rp o s iv e n ess  to  n a tu r e .  I t  i s  
o n ly  p a r t i c u l a r  n a tu r a l  o b je c ts  w hich we sey  judge  te le o lo g ic a lJ y .  
Che q u e s tio n  which has to  be answ ered I s ;  w hat a r e  th e  o b je c ts  
o f  n a tu re  i n  r e s p e c t  of which v/e a r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  m a k e ^
V o b s o l u t e  t e le o lo g ic a l  judgm ents?  T his - u e e t io n  w i l l
$ 3 y
b e  answ ered  i n  th e  n ex t th r e e  s e c t io n s
S e c tio n  64 .
IS AjLev^UttfC
T h is  s e c t io n  b o^ r s - th o  hoading "The d i s t i n c t i v e  c h a r a c te r  
o f th in g s  c o n s id e re d  as purposes ' of n a tu r e " ,  Kant, b e g in s  as 
f o l lo w s : ------------
f  ft. J
nii thing; i s  p o s s ib le ,  onlyl us ah  ond^vhere  th e  c a u s a l i t y  
to  w hich i t  owe: i t s  o r ig in  must no t 'be so u g h t i n  th e  mechanism  
o f  n a tu r e ,  h u t  i n  a c au se  whose c a p a c ity  o f a c t in g  i s  d e t e r ­
m ined by c o n c e p tio n s . v/hat i s  r e q u ir e d  i n  o rd e r  t h a t  v/e may 
p e rc e iv e  t h a t  a  th in g  i s  on ly  p o s s ib le  i n  t h i s  way i s  t h a t  i t s  
fo rm  i s  n o t p o s s ib le  on p u re ly  n a tu r a l  law s -  t h a t  i s  to  s a y ,  
such  law s as v/e may co g n ize  by moans o f unaided  u n d e rs ta n d in g  
a p p lie d  to  o b jec t's  o f  se n se  -  b u t t h a t ,  on th e  c o n t r a r y ,  even 
t o  -310V/ i t  e m p ir ic a lly  i n  r e s p e c t  o f i t s  c au se  and e f f e c t  p r e ­
supposes co n cep tio n s  of R eason. H ere v/e h av e , as f a r  as  any 
e m p ir ic a l  laws of n a tu re  go , a co n tin g en cy  of th e  form  o f  th e  
th in g  in  r e l a t i o n  to  re a so n . i:o R eason  in  ev ery  c a se  i n s i s t s  
on c o g n iz in g  th e  n e c e s s i ty  o f th e  form  o f  a n a tu r a l  p r o d u c t , 
even whore i t  only d e s i r e s  to  p e rc e iv e  ( e in eeh en ) th e  c o n d it io n s  
in v o lv e d  i n  i t s  p ro d u c tio n . I n  th e  g iv en  form  above m en tio n ed , 
ho o v e r , i t  cannot g o t t h i s  n e c e s s i ty .  Hence th e  c o n tin g en c y  
ic. i t s e l f  a  ground f o r  mailing us lo o k  upon th e  o r i g in  o f  th e  
th in g  as i f ,  j u s t  because  o f t h a t  c o n tin g e n c y , i t  c o u ld  on ly  be  
V iossible th ro u g h  Reason. But c a u s a l i t y ,  so c o n s tru e d , becomes 
t h e  f a c u l ty  o f a c t io n  a cco rd in g  to  -eMs- -  t h a t  i s  t o  s o y ,  a 
vv-11; and th e  O b je c t, which i s  r e p re s e n te d  as o n ly  d e r iv in g  
i t s  p o s s i b i l i t y  from such  a w i l l ,  w i l l  b e  r e p r e s e n te d  as
p o s s ib le  on ly  as (p»°f. i* »  3 ,9 » 7i70iP l
Tn o rd e r  to  u n d ers tan d  t h i s  v e ry  a b s t r a c t  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  cv
k v > .
"p u rp o se  o f  n a tu r e "  v;o have to  a n t i c i p a t e  one p o in t  t h a t  i s  
n e t  n-.do c l e a r  h e r e ,  nam ely , t h a t  i t  i s  o n ly  o rganism s t h a t  
v.o can  and in d eed  m ust^judge to  ho p u rposos o f  n a tu r e .
Kant t e l l s  us h e re  t h a t  a t h in -  i s  t o  h e  re g a rd e d  as 
p o s s ib le  as a pu rpose  of n a tu r e  only  i f  i t s  o r i g in  c an n o t he  
( e x p la in e d  on m echan ica l r i n c i p l e s .  »
r
KUrWs ou,.ch us 'TTf&'ttf'Thd o r ig in  o r bdrjoe-fcs-? tJvory o b je c t  of 
s e n s e  i s  a  m an ifo ld  of p a r t s ,  i/hat can  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and 
i t s  p r i n c i p l e  (G rundsoteJ o f  m ech an ica l c a u s a l i t y  t e l l  us 
abou t th e  o r i g in  of such  a  m an ifo ld ?  Kant would sa y  t h a t  
t h e  undorstanding^-eo long  a s  i t  maxes use  o f no o th o r  p r i n c i p l e  
th a n  i t s  own p r in e ip lo  o f  m ech an ica l c a u s a t io n  can  e x p la in  to  
us no more th a n  th a t  th e  'p a r ts  o f t h e  o b je c t  have com bined 
n e c e s s a r i ly .  The o b je c t  w hich i s  g iv e n  t o  us comes J~> 
t o  th e  f a c t  t h a t  i t s  p a r t s  have  com bined. One p a r t  h as  been  
added  to  a n o th e r  a cco rd in g  to  th e  law  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and t h e  
m an ifo ld  which we f in d  owes i t s  o r ig in  t o  th e  coming to g e th e r  
o f i t s  m a te r ia l  p a r t s . I t  i s  c le a r  th a t  xhe /h o le  of th e  
o b je c t  as we f in d  i t  ie Are g a rd e d  as n o th in g  b u t a  more r e s u l t  
o f  m a te r ia l  p rc c e s se s  and t h a t  i t  i s  i n  no way assum ed t h a t  
th e  p a r t s  have any n e c e ssa ry  connex ion  e i t h e r  w ith  each  o th e r  
o r  w ith  th e  whole o f  th e  o b jo c t which h a s  b een  p roduced  a s  th e  
r e s u l t  ol th e  m a te r ia l  p r o c e s s e s ^  j u s t  m en tioned .
,U. ivt/ t
S0-7 fyle find in iiature^corte.in o b je c ts  .^organisms* which
/t3c' 1 oca
we canno t e x p la in  to  ours e lv e s  i n  t fc r t  way. ■Wo-g-tad that
-nart contained in the m an ifo ld  given to us is related 
to every  other and the whole. ^ 4  cannot allow that the 
coming together of the parts should be p u re ly  accidental. The 
objects given to us have a form which cakes us assume that they 
,.re il0t m0ra products of mechanical oauses^but that on the
the  Idea of the whole existed first and made the parts
■a
<+!+!■
mat io n  of them on
com bine so as to  p ro d u ce  th e  form  w hich we f i n d .  Gur u n d e r- 
G'.v-b. ife Lm -^ f^ iv.vco/* 
s ta n d in g  e a n  e x p la in  to  u s -no more than that thtr parts of  an 
A
object have combined nuoeeBaivsly ace(yrdlngr~-i7o~ixggessgry''l:aWs, 
hut- i t  -^ gn-'dn-m-^ay^ggplain why the parts of our objects
d-. U\ A. WW-inr
sh o u ld  h e  r e l a t e d  t o  o n e  a n o th e r^  so  t h a t  i t  seem s a s  i f  each 
them  e x i s t e d  o n ly  "o r  t h e  sake- o f  ' he  o th e r s  and  t h e  W hole
th e y  a l l  b e lo n g , as i f  each  o f  them existed not m ere ly  
th ro u g h  th e  o th e r s  b u t  also f o r  th e  o th e r s .
I n  o rd e r  t o  o x p la in  to  o u rse lv e s  su c h  a  c o n n e c tio n  v;e 
h av e  to  make u se  of c o n c e p ts  of H eason. F o r  r e a s o n ,  as h as 
been, e x p la in e d  i n  th e  C r i t iq u e  of P ure  h e a so n , i s  t h e  f a c u l t y  
o f i h s  p r i n c i p l e s  ( jg rin z ip ie n )  i . e .  s m 'u, c o n c e p ts  a s  doriTjft
. ’ , h  a t / ' - '  \JtcC Z~>  f - W ia J W  t- 0  < ‘ -~i I l i '
i IV+ I g g o a -a. u n iv e r s a l  oonoeptJr ^  7U iax,
F o w -sin ce  o rganism s a r e  o f such  a  h in d  a s  to  make us 
think that e v e ry  particular c o n ta in e d  m pnam^a-aepenaont 
on the u n iv e r s a l  co n cep t ofWhe^WiedrS" (w hich c o n n e c tio n  can n o t 
b e  e x p la in e d  on mgofcssflloel p r l n c i p l e s 'T ^ o  can n o t but ground
?o  th e  q u e s t io n :  What i s  t h e  o r i g in  o f  t h i s  p ro d u c t of
nature and its specific form ? we answer t h a t  nature first con-
w k J r
ooivcd th e  Id e e  of whiefc th e  th in g  was t o  be  and  th e n  i n  a c c o rd ­
an ce  with t h i s  universal Id e a  ( th e  purpose o f the t h in g )  a r r a n g ­
ed  material parts (particulars) so as to  make them a l l  serve 
one and the same purpose. I n  o th e r  words we represent nature 
t o  ourselves as if i t  wye on i n t e l l l g e n * ^  possessed of 
a  will. V/e ascribe to *er a causality different from
m ec h an ica l c a u s a l i t y .
As Kant has told us several times before, the difference
m\ "rnorled o from  : r i n c i p l e s  is therefore t h a t  laxow- 
( 1 )  l o d  e alone in  which I  apprehend  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  in 
t h e  uirtversal th ro u g h  c o n c e p ts .” ( C .r .K . ,  » 5 ^
b e tw e e n  th e  m echan ica l and  t e l e o l o g i e a l  p r i n c i p l e s  i s  t h a t
w h ereas i n  a p p ly in g  th e  fo rm er we m ere ly  assum e t h a t  e f f e c t s
a r e  dependen t on t h e i r  c au se s  we moreover- su p p o se  i n  m aking 
km /a.
u se  o f  t e l e o l o g i e a l  p r i n c t p l e s ^ t h a t  t h e  c a u se s  a r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  
d e te rm in e d  by th e  e f f e c t s  to  he  p ro d u c e d . I t  i s  assum ed t h a t  
t h e  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f th e  d e s i r e d  e f f e c t  w hich  nctuat.es th e
Thus Vi t  i s  c l e a r  th a t)  i n  a l l  t h e s e  c a s e s  i n  w h ich  we
f i n d  i t  impose h i e  t o  e x p la in  t o  o u r s e lv e s  th e  g iv e n  e f f e c t
fry
i n  any o th e r  way th a n 'd e r iv in g  i t  from  a  c a u s e  w hich  in te n d e d
t o  b r in g  i t  abou t we must make u se  o f t h e  Id e a  o f  a n  i n t e l l i -
"v -  _________    -A
g e n t  n a tu r e .
To what e x te n t  we are e n t i t l e d  to  make u se  o f su c h  a  co n ­
c e p t io n  w i l l  be made clear i n  t h e  sequel. F o r t h e  t i n o  b e in g  
i t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  to  s t a t e  t h a t  i n  r e g a r d in g  o b je c t s  o f  n a tu r e
tA A .
a s  p u rp o se s  o f  n a tu re  we a s c r ib e  t o - h e r  a  s p e c ia l ,  k in d  o f
i -^
c a u s a l i t y .  We r e g a r d - h e r  a s  a r a t i o n a l  b e in g  p o s s e s s o d  o f  a 
w i l l  w hich p roduces c e r t a i n  th in g s  a c c o rd in g  t o  t h e  Id e a  o f  
t h e i r  p u rp o se .
A l l  t h i s  w i l l  become s u f f i c i  : n t ly  c l e a r  i n  i.ho n e x t two
s e c t io n s  and we may now go on w ith  th e  e x a m in a tio n  o f  s e c t i o n  
b
AeylWJi.
S uppose, Kant c o n t in u e s ,  -a-peseon  fo u n d  i n  a o o u a t^ y --wirireii
A. tVvlfX-V t«A i *  If« l U  CX C£T.xl,b(J l- ffi+ u . Kjl
seem ed to  b in  nrHntm b-itod. dra^vai fn —t h e s a n d r. na ~)
h fc. . . _. . . *7"
f ig u r e , 0*““ * !■ wg■ ilru.’ hexagon. It ana—e-war* that"An t r y in g  to
e x p la in  t o  h im s e lf  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  f i g u r e  i n  a s k in g
h im s e lf  w hat i t s  o r ig in  was he would f i n d  i t  im p o s s ib le  to
d e r iv e  i t  from merely mechanical causes. The objeot ab ea t  t h e
origin ef-VMefc he is reflecting shows such a form  as t o  moke
it  impossible f o r  him to  b e l ie v e  i t  c o u l i  b e  a p ro d u c t o f
p'jfc-’-'-S
m e c h a n ic a l causosf. "H is (Reason w ould th e n  f o r b i d  him  t o
c o n s id e r  th o  sa n d , th e  n e ig h b o u r in g  s e a ,  t h e  vjinds, o r  even
a n im a ls  w ith  t h o i r  f o o t p r i n t s ,  a s  onuses f a m i l i a r  t o  h im , o r
any o th e r  i r r a t i o n a l  c a u s e ,  a s  t h e  g ro u n d  o f  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y
o f  su c h  a  f o r  (C . o f J . , :'7 q to  The o b je c t  w hich  he
f in d s^  o Mgff<?et-)~seeras so  m a n i f e s t ly  t h e  p ro d u c t■ o f  a  d e f i n i t e
c o n c e p t p r e s e n t  i n  th e  mind o f  a r a t i o h a l  b e in g ;  He c an n o t
but believe t h a t  i t  h a s  b een  m oduced  purTOSly i n  a c c o rd a n c e/>
w i th  t h i s  c o n c e p t.  . "Hence i t  would eeom t h a t  t h e  c a u se  o f  
t h e  p r o d u c t io n  o f  su ch  a n  a f f e c t  co u ld  n o t be  c o n ta in e d  i n  
t h e  m ere m e c h a n ic a l o p e r a t io n  o f  n a t u r e , b u t t h a t ,  on t h e  c o n ­
t r a r y ,  a. cone optim a- o f  su c h  a n  o b je c t^  a s  a  c o n c e p t io n  t h a t  o n l 
R eason' c a n  g iv e  and  com pare t h e  o b je c t  w i th ,  m ust l ik e w is e  be 
what a lo n e  c o n ta in s  c a u s a l i t y . u ( C. o f  j , S7CQfTj
I t  i s  C le a r  why h e  m ust a s c r ib e  t h e  p ro d u c tio n  o f  t h e
pU c.w> 'U- h
o b je c t  t o  a  -concep t r a t i o n a l  b e in g ,  why ho m ust b e l i e v e  t h a t
A* / . f - i  t< > b /■-‘^ c r  fp  j
^a" concep t- o f  R eason i e - t h e  caus e  w hich  h.-.s p r oduced i t -. F o r 
t h e r e  i s  no o th e r  f a c u l t y  o f  th e  m in d 'w h ich  r e g a rd s  p a r t i c u l a r s
t r t  a  - ‘-d-
a s  dependent on  u n iv e r sa l c o n c e p t s ^ ld e a s ^ f  c a u se s  a s  dep en d en t 
on th e  r e p r e se n ta t io n s  of a f f e c t s  to  b e  p ro d u c e d .th a n  Rea s on .
A i.vo
What ta k a o  p ia d e i s  t h a t  t h e  p e rso n  who i s  r e f  1 e c t in g - a bou t u
j
t h e  o b je c t  f i n d s  i t  d ep en d en t on a c o n c e p t .  From t h i s  he
i n f e r s  th a t  i t  h a s  boon pro d u ced  a c c o rd in g  t o  su c h  a  c o n ce p t
a  ivr&tj
t h a t  i t  owes i t s  o r i g in  t o  r a t i o n a l  b e in g  therfe f i r s t  c o n ce iv e d
r . J 'i
t h e  con cep t o f  th e  th in g  and th e n  a c te d  a c c o rd in g ly ,  l . o t h a t  
ho  drow  tho geometrical f ig u r e  in  ord er  t o  mafce i t  correspond  
t o  the con cep t in  M o own nindi^ I n  o th e r  word's j - th e  E f f e c t  
(tho geometrical f l g u r t )  depends on t h e  c a u s e ^ ( th e  r a t i o n a l  
b e in g )  i n  tu rn  i s  determ ined by th e  r®p r o s e n ta t io n  o f  t h e  ‘ 
d e s ir e d  e f f e c t .
CcJ
"On th e s e  g ro u n d s  i t  w ould a p p e a r  t o  him  t h a t  t h i s  e f f e c t
f\ f t :  L r  ^
w as one t h a t  m igh t w ith o u t ' r e s e r v a t i o n  h e  r e g a rd e d  **c
/• «
th o u g h  n o t  a s  a n a t t e a l  -end. I n  o th e r  w o rd s , h e  w ould r e g a r d  
i t  a s  a  p ro d u c t o f  a r t  -  v e s t ig iu m  hon l n i s  v id e o ."  (C . o f  I . ,
V -
We s e e  t h a t  t h e  te rm  " a r t "  i s  h e ro  u sed  by Kant as o f te n  
i n  t h e  C r l t l u u e  o f  Judgm ent i n  i t s  w id e s t  s e n s e  dem o ting  th e  
c a p a c i ty  o f  t h e  human k in d  f o r  p ro d u c in g  th in g s  p u rp o s e ly ,  i . e .  
a c c o rd in g  to  Id e a s  o f w hat th e y  a r e  to  h e .
K ant*a p ro b lem  h e re  i s :  How c a n  n a tu r e  bo re g a rd e d  a h '-
e o n ta in in g  a  p r i n c i p l e  w hich c o rre sp o n d s  l-o th e  p r i n c i p l e
t^ -vv(i./-€y i v'A
wViloh flhdofrllfto"hunan  a r t .  How c a n  we a s c r ib e  t o  n a tu r e  a  
c a u s a l i t y  a c c o rd in g  t o  Id e a s  'Ip u rp o a ea it?
”But w here a  t h in g  i s  re c o g n iz e d  to  b e  a p ro d u c t o f n a tu r e ,  
t h e n  so m e th in g  more i s  r e q u i r e d  -  u n lo s s ,  p e rh a p s , o u r  v e ry  
e s t im a te  in v o lv e s  a  c o n t r a d ic t io n  -  i f ,  d e s p i t e  i t s  b e in g  stich
O. js^bc  v-v-
a  p r o d u c t ,  we a r e  v e t  t o  e s t im a te  i t  a s  an  cfed, a n d , c o n se q u e n tly
as a p h y s ic a l  end . As a p r o v i s io n a l  s ta te m e n t I  w ould sa y  t h a t
kv-jxv* -y if.oi
ft th in g  e x i s t s  a s  a 4 h v e io 41--ej^d i f  i f  i s  ( . hough i n  a d o u b le  
e e n s e )  b o th  c a u s e  and e f f e c t  o f  i t s e l f .  F o r t h i s  in v o lv e s  a  
k in d  o f  c a u s a l i t y  t h a t  wo can n o t a s s o c i a t e  w ith  th e  m ere e o n - 
o o p t io n  o f  a  n a tu r e  u n le s s  we make t h a t  n a tu r e  r e s t  on a n  u n d e r­
l y in g  4 « i ,  b u t w hich  c a n  th e n ,  th o u g h  in c o m p re h e n s ib le , be
th o u g h t  w ith o u t c o n t r a d i c t i o n ."  (C .o f  J . , 3 7 0 , S7\)/7i
c>4~'f^ 'CL. 1 '-t-.-tvvf * ' -  c~f ~ft\ f \y i.u\tcvt"
•^•#e eaw iol h6pe to ‘ u n d e rs ta n d  f u l l y  a t  t h e —r esen t  o ta g o  
-th e- argum en t  K ant’ s d e f i n i t i o n  o f  a  p u rp o se  o f  n a tu r e  as"
S ' t h in g  w hich  i s  b o th  c a u se  and  e f f e c t  o f  i t s e l f .  But we 
f e i  s e k  a l r e a d y  what h i s  p rob lem  is - .
' i t  seem s im p o ssib le^  even absurd^ to  r e g a rd  a n y th in g  i n  
n a tu r e  a s  a  purpose^  ^jpor t h i s  In v o lv e s  a  conc*3ptdtwi o f  n a tu r e
if t h e  c o n c e p t o f  a  c o n s c io u s ly  a c t i n g  n a tu r e ^  w hich  i s  d iu -
j jf- n,3
m e t r i c a l l y  opposod to  o u r o rd in a ry  eonoeptareatg o f h e r m e e h o .n -  
i s m t .  A Judgm ent b a se d  upon su c h  a  c o n c e p tio n  o f  n a tu r e  seams 
to  in v o lv e  a  c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  W hether i t  r e a l l y  d o es ', rem ains
A
t o  bo so o n . i t  i s  c l e a r , h o w ev er, t h a t  even i f  we a r e  en ­
t i t l e d  t o  make some u se  o f t h e  t e l e o l o g i e a l  p r i n e i p l e ^ i t  c an  
n e v e r  be  a p p l ie d  i n  t h e  same s e n s e  a s  th e  m ec h an ica l p r i n c i p l e s  
o f  th o  u n d e rs ta n d in g .
A n o th e r p o in t  t o  bo n o te d  i s  t h a t  to  bo a b lo  t o  Judge 
a  th in g  t o  b e  a  p u rp o se  o f n a t u r e ,  so m eth in g  more i s  r e q u i r e d  
th a n  we r e g a rd  a  thin/-: a s  a - ro d u c t  o f  human a r t .  I t  i s  
o b v io u s ly -o  1 oar  hy t h i s  m ust bo s o .  F o r  t h a t  human b e in g s  
a r e  c a p a b le  o f p ro d u c in g  t h i n e  f o r  c e r t a i n  p u rp o se s  we know 
fro m  e x p e r ie n c e .  v/e have^how ever, no su ch  e x p e r ie n c e  o f  n a tu r e ,  
N a tu re  a s  i t  i s  known t o  uc i s  d e te rm in e d  by m e c h a n ic a l la w s .
   _  earara -
s a y  o f  h e r  t h a t  -she a p p l i e s  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  a r t ?
K ant*a answ er t o  t h i s  q u e s t io n  i s  t h a t  we can  do so  i n  
r e s p e c t  o f  th o s e  o f  n a tu r e ’ s  p ro d u c ts  w h ich  a r e  b o th  c au ses  
and  e f f e c t  o f  th e m s e lv e s .
I t  i s  im p o s s ib le  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  t h i s  f u l l y  and we have  -t o 
a w a it  K a n t’ s f u r t h e r  e x p la n a t io n .  B ut we s e o  t h a t  j(a n t  h o ld s
+ v (  i t f X . d .  f t ,  i ~ r C  r f - U  i h  C i  Ly . e j £ , .
t h a t  t o  b e  o n sh le d  t ut a l -^ b J o c t
qL c(>nfl,r'W  v,t<- BvtUt1
■en-t h o Id o a  of  -i t s  -p u rp e e e , i t  i s  -a-o-trived t h a t  a .aj) eo i f - ic
At —Ax
c a u s a l  c o n n ex io n  4*  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  o b je c ts  i - t ^ e l f ,  I t  i s
t h e  o b s e rv a t io n  o f  t h i s  c o n n ex io n  w hich  J u s t i f i e s  us ln-aeJrirngt/
u se  -of  th e  t e l e o l o g i e a l  p r i n c i p l e ,  4r»-e-. a  pi i r e i p l e" whi uir l s
fundam en ta lly  d ifb?-er^t-ggrem-tlie^mevhartxc-al• 7 : rd'KTlpTSg' '6T"T?r§"'
unde r s t a n di n g ,
to
What t h e  s-oecio.1 c a u s a l  c o n n e c tio n  i s  w hich we a r p ly  -fee-
A
How th e n ^  c a n  we r e g a r d  h e r a s Ai n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g ,  how c a n  v/e
Ldifi .
th e  t e l e o l o g i e a l  p r i n c i p l e ,  H u rt i l l u s t r a t e s  by a n  exam ple.
The exam ple c h o sen  'by him  i s  a  t r e e .  lie  a rg u e s  a s  f o l lo w s .
A t r e e ,  a c c o r d in g 't o  a law *  o f  n a tu r e ,  w ith  w hich we 
a r e  f a m i l i a r ^  p ro d u ce s  a n o th e r  t r e e .  I t  p ro d u c e s  i t s e l f  4 i r~  
t t e —genu's and i s  th u s  to  h a  r e g a rd e d  a s  c a u s e  and  e f f e c t  o f  
i t s e l f .  ' 'I n  t h e  g e n u s , now a s  e f f e c t ,  now a s  c a u s e ,  con ­
t i n u a l l y  g e n e ra te d  from  i t s e l f  and  l ik e w is e  g e n e r a t in g  i t s e l f ,  
i t  p r e s e r v e s  i t s e l f  . e n e r i c a l l y ." (G .o f  J . , ” 71 ^ r.-j
S e c o n d ly , s  t r e e  p roduces i t s e l f  even  a s  a n  i n d iv i d u a l .
lvr.
T h is  i s  g e n e r a l ly  c a l l e d  g ro w th . AM y e t  - i t-m u s t  h e - d i s t i n -
t7Ai
g u is h e a  fro m  a m ere ly  m a te r i a l  p r o c e s s ,  from  a m ere in c r e a s e  A iUi C*.<sr: fc
i n  h u lk .  I t  - ts - te -h -e  regarded-_as a  k in d  o f  g e n e ra t io n ^  ^ o r
th e  p l a n t  p r e p a re s  th e  m a t te r  t h a t  i t  a s s i m i l a t e s  and works
t T
i t  up i n  a  s p e c i f i c  m anner. I t  g iv e s  -a - f orm . £ a  th e  m a t te r
a r/n-vv
w hich  i t  adds t o  i t s e l f  ^ ‘w h lch  th e  m echanism  o f  n a tu r e  o u t s id e  i t  
c a n n o t s u p p ly ,  and  i t  d e v e lo p s  i t s e l f  by means o f  a  m a te r i a l  
w h ic h , i n  i t s  c o m p o s ite  c h a r a c t e r ,  i s  i t s  own p r o d u c t ."  ( G. o f  j . 
37^)f^ We-a-e-e jbhe t r e e ^ i n  so  f a r  a s  i t  g row s, g e n e r a te s  i t s e l f .  
I t  i s  c a u s e  and e f f e c t  o f  i t s e l f .
T h ird ly ^  as r e g a r d s  i t s  p a r ts ^  a t r e e  p ro d u ces  i t s e l f  i n  
su ch  a  way t h a t  t h e  p r e s e r v a t io n  o f  one p a r t  i s  d e p e n d e n t on 
th e  p r e s e r v a t io n  o f a l l  t h e  o th e r s ,  and v ic e  v e r s a . F o r  
i n s t a n c e ,  we may r e g a r d  t h e  le a v e s  o f  a  t r e e  a s  i t s  p ro d u c ts  
and  y e t  th e y  h e lp  i n  t u r n  to  p r e s e r v e  t h e  t r e e  i t s e l f .  F o r  
r e p e a te d  <Ae/ffh^.Vv- o f t h e  t r e e  w ould k i l l  th e  t r u n k  o f  w hich 
th e y  a r e  p ro d u c ts  so  t h a t  th e  le a v e s  depend on th e  t r u n k ,  th e  
t r u n k  -on  th e  e x i s t enoQ e f  t h e  l e a v e s .  The t r e e  a s  r e g a rd s  
i t s  p a r t s  i s  "both c a u se  and  e f f e c t  o f i t s e l f ,
0  _ /'6-OSt. >- (Mi fh. 'J- j  L , -i-a I U-<-»
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^  - th a t  h i s  d e f i n i t i o n 'o f  a  p u rp o se  o f  n a tu r e  i s  i n  n eed  o f  
f u r t h e r  e lu c id a t io n  d o  in i l l  o a t gt ~ th a 'iy c ^ in h ih ^ T ^ f  
t h i e —see-bi-oa. IIia--werd©~srrsrr '  (A' " <?H )
^  "Where a  th in g  i s  c. p ro d u c t o f  n a tu r e  and y e t ,  so  r e g a rd e d ,  
h a s  t o  "be c o g n iz e d  a s  p o s s ib l e  o n ly  a s  a  p n y s itfe l—oi^-, i t  m u s t, 
fro m  i t s  c h a r a c t e r  a s  s o t  o u t i n  th e  p re c e d in g  s e c t i o n ,  s ta n d  
to  i t s e l f  r e c i p r o c a l l y  i n  th o  r e l a t i o n  o f  c a u se  and  e f f e c t ,
'I h i s  i s ,  how ever, a  somewhat in e x a c t  ( o n o ig e n t l l c h )  and  in d e ­
te r m in a te  e x p re s s io n  t h a t  needs d e r i v a t i o n  from  a  d e f i n i t e  
c o n ce p t t e n . "  ( C . o f J . ,  3 7 Si)/,']
Kant goes on to  draw a  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw ee n  two h in d s  o f
fi'S .  !-'.J
c a u s a l  c o n n e x io n , .name ly  ( a ) c a u s a l  c o n n ex io n  a s  th o u g h t by 
th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g .  I n  t h i s  th e  s e r i e s  o f  c a u se s  an d  e f f e c t s  
i s  th o u g h t o f  a s  m erely' p r o g r e s s iv e .  I k e  e f f e c t s  e r e  re g a rd e d
<?CU,U4£~£
a s  d ep en d en t on t h e i r  causes^ b u t  t h e  o f f o e te  f o r  t h e i r  p a r t  a r e  
n o t  r e g a r d e d  a s  d e te rm in e d  by th o  e f f e c t s .  S h is  c a u s a l  co n ­
n e x io n  i s  te rm ed  t h a t  o f  e f f i c i e n t  c a u s e s  ( nexfrus o f f e c t i v u s ) .  
^(b) d a u s a l  co n n ex io n  a c c o rd in g  t o  t h e  R eason’ s c o n c e p t o f  o u r 
p u rp o s e . The s e r i e s  o f c a u s e s  and  e f f e c t s  i s  th o u g h t to  b e  
b o th  p r o g r e s s iv e  and r e g r e s s i v e .  T he e f f e c t s  a r e  r e g a rd e d  as 
d e p en d e n t on th e  c a u se s  and a t  th e  sam e t im e  th e  c a u se s  as 
d ep en d en t on t h e  e f f e c t s
C ^ f h ls  i s  o b v io u s i n  t h e  s p h e re  o f  t h e  p r a c t i c a l ,  l . e .^  th e  
s p h e re  o f  human a r t ,  i o  t a k e  an  examplej  "A h o u se  i s  c e r ­
t a i n l y  th e  c a u se  o f  t h e  money t h a t  i s  r e c e i v e d  a s  r e n t ,  b u t  
y e t ,  c o n v e r s e ly ,  t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  t h i s  p o s s ib l e  incom e 
was t h e  c a u se  o f  th e  b u i ld in g  o f  th o  h o u s e .” ( C .o f  J >, 372$«)
A c a u s a l  co n n ex io n  o f  t h i s  k in d  i s  te rm ed  t h a t  o f f i n a l  c a u se s
( n exus f i n a l i s ) .  P e rh a p s  i t  w ould ho m ore a p p r o p r i a te  to  
c a l l  th e  fo rm e r  c a u s a l  p r i n c i p l e  t h e  nexus o f  r e a l  c a u s e s ,  th e
< u ,  r .—i '
l a t t e r  t h a t  o f  i d e a l  c a us os ^  t h i s  m ould i n d i c a t e
a t  once t h a t  t h e r e  canno t h e  more t h n  th e s e  two k in d s  o f 
c a u s a l i t y .
■\o I  havg  d e a l t  w ith  t h i s  p a s s a g e  tw ic e  b e f o r e ,  I  may
t-vrj Sg
d is p e n s e  w ith  a n  e x p la n a t io n  h e r e .  But I  ■g&eaidr’i i k e  t o  make 
a  few  rem ark s  on 32ant»s te rm in o lo g y . I t  h a s  t o  h e  n o te d
t h a t  t h e  te rm s  " p r a c t i c a l 15 and " a r t "  a r e  h e r e  u se d  "by him  
in .  t h e i r  w id e s t  s e n s e .  By " p r a c t i c a l '1 h u n t u n d e rs ta n d s  h e re  
e v e ry  k in d  o f  d o in g  a s  d i s t i n c t  from  know ing. I t v m ust n o t  , 
b e  c o n fu s e d  w ith  " p r a c t i c a l "  i n  th o  n a rro w e r  s e n s e  .( th o  m o ra lly
i-C'^ U K-U*V7*^  ,
p r a o t l  firt't-). " a r t "  K ant u n d e rs ta n d s  t h e  c a p a c i ty  o f  human
b e in g s  f o r  m aking  t h in g s  f o r  c e r t a i n  p u rp o s e s . y.'ihy Kant
b e l i e v e s  t h e  nexus f i n a l i s  to  h e  a p r i n c i p l e  o f R eason  w i l l
——- o ,
h e  e a s i l y  u n d e rs to o d . He h a s  t o ld  us s e v e r a l  t im e s  t h a t  ’■*£=• 
bo\^ b-C~i-0~
pn rp n se"- i s  a  more I d e a ,  a u n iv e r s a l  co n cep t p ro d u ced  hy R eason . 
I n  r e g a r d in g  s o m e th in ’’ a s  a p u rp o se  we d e r iv e  e v e ry  p a r t i c u l a r  
c o n ta in e d  i n  i t  from  t h i s  u n iv e r s a l  c o n c e p t, e v e ry  p a r t  from  
th e  Id e a  o f  th e  w h o le . v/e e x p la in  to  o u r s e lv e s  th e  o r i g i n  o f
(s^ i
su c h  a  th in g  w«~-&ay t h a t  th e  Id e a  o f  i t  p re c e d e d  i t s
t'O.
a c t u a l  e x i s te n c e .  A r a t i o n a l  b e in g  (w h e th e r  i t  i s  a  human
• fit* !-o. v.'t £/m Ttin .<3
b e in g  o r  N a t u r e - h e r s e l f ) i s  th o u g h t t o  c o n c e iv e d th e  Id e a  o f  -±4r 
k>
/v'tr and th en ^ p ro d u ee c  i t  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w ith  t h i s  I d e a , so  th a t  eveay 
p a r t ic u la r --e o n ta in o d  -±n-  ± t  -depends ••-on- d ^ e -u n lv « rs T r l-^ c a ~ iT ra i^
"Now t h e  f i r s t  r e q u i s i t e  o f  a  th in*", c o n s id e re d  as a 
'ph ys4e4l~e»d i i s  t h a t  i t s  p a r t s ,  b o th  as t o  t h e i r  e x is t e n c e  and 
form , a r e -,o n ly  p o s s ib le  (foy t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  w h ole . For th e
■Itt  l
Uh- <?.
t h in g  i s  i t s e l f  -aaa-nfend, and  i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  com prehended under 
a  c o n c e p tio n -o r  an  .idea  t h a t  m ust d e te rm in e  a  p r i o r i  a l l  t h a t  
i s  t o  b e  c o n ta in e d  i n  i t .  But so  f a r  a s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f 
a th in g  i s  o n ly  th o u g h t i n  t h i s  war-, i t  i s  s im p ly  a  w ork o f 
a r t .  I t  i s  t h e  p ro d u c t ,  i n  o th e r  w o rd s , o f  an  i n t e l l i g e n t  
cause,*  d i s t i n c t  from  th o  m a t te r ,  o r  p a r t s ,  o f  t h e  t h i n g ,  and  
o f  one whose c a u s a l i t y ,  i n  b r in g in g  to g e th e r  and  com bin ing  th e  
p a r t s ,  i s  d e te rm in e d  by i t s  I d e a  o f  a  v/hole made p o s s ib l e  
th ro u g h  t h a t  i d e a ,  and  c o n s e q u e n t ly ,  n o t  by e x t e r n a l  n a tu r e . "  
( C .o f  J . .  373JV)
One p o in t  h e r e  i s  d i f f i c u l t .  I t  may be asked-.Why does
K ant h o ld  t h a t  a  t i l in g  so  c o n s id e re d  i s  s im p ly  ( b l o s s )  a  work
o f  a r t ?  I n  o th e r  w ords Why i s  a r t  r e g a rd e d  by him  a s  l o s s  
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t h a n  n a tu r e ;  I  t h in k  th e  answ er i s  s im p le . Stj f a r  a s  human
a r t  i s  c o n c e rn e d , t h e  p u rp o se  o f  t h e  p ro d u c t i s  e x te r n a l  t o
t h e  p ro d u c t d e te rm in e d  by i t .  l e t  us t a k e  an  exam ple . A
w a tch  i s  a  p ro d u c t o f  human a r t  made f o r  a  p u rp o se . T h ere  i s
no d o u b t -sts-t-e—feh e -fac t t h a t  t h e  w a tch  would n e i t h e r  e x i s t
iffw t.,U
n o r  h av e  th e  -serae fo rm  a s  i t  h a s  b u t  f o r  th e  Id e a  i n  th e  
w a tch m ak e r 's  m ind.
T h is  i s  th e  nexus f i n a l i s .  The c a u se  i s  dep en d en t on 
t h e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  t h e  d e s i r e d  a f f e c t .  The w atchm aker 
w ould n o t  have  made th e  w atch  u n le s s  h e  had  d e s i r e d  t o  p ro d u ce  
t h e  e f f e c t .  The c a u s e  i s  dep en d en t on th e  e f f e c t  £ o r  r a t h e r  
i t s  r e p r e s e n ta t io n ^ ,  and a t  th e  same tim e  o b v io u s ly , t h e  e f f e c t  
d epends on t h e  w a tch m ak e r 's  a r t  a s  i t s  c a u s e . D o u b tle s s  t h e r e  
e x i s t s  t h e  r e c i p r o c a l  c o n n e c tio n  b e tw een  c a u se s  and a f f e d t s  
w hich  i s  r e q u i r e d  by th e  nexus f i n a l i s . And y e t  th e  connex­
io n  i s  m ere ly  e x te r n a l .  The i n t e l l i g e n t  c a u se  ( t h e  eattoo-
w hdeh is- ac-tuatecl. hy...±h0 ..„r a p re s -e a ta t io n -  o f  t h e  d e s i r e d -  -  '
. e f f e c t )  a c t s  fro m  o u t s id e .  I t  a r r a n g e s  and  c omhin.es t h e
.V*
p a r t s  a c c o rd in g  to  th o  Id e a  o f th e  w hole^and ~£et i n  th e  p r o ­
d u c t  i t s e l f  we do n o t f i n d  t h e  r e c i p r o c a l  r e l a t i o n  o f  e f f e c t s  
and  c a u s e s .
■Kew I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  i n  th e  c a s e  o f  human a r t  we a r e  
p e r f e c t l y  e n t i t l e d  t o  p re su p p o se  t h e  e x is te n c e  o f  a n  e x te r n a l  
r a t i o n a l  a g e n t .  F o r  we know fro m  o u r e x p e r ie n c e  t h a t  human 
b e in g s  a r e  c a p a b le  o f  p ro d u c in g  th in g s  i n  o rd e r  t o  make them  
s e r v e  a  p u rp o s e . But i t  i s  e q u a l ly  c l e a r  t h a t  we c a n n o t i n  
t h e  sam e way r e g a r d  n a tu r e  a s  a n  a r t i s t j ,  ^ o r  we h a v e  no 
know ledge o f  a  n a tu r e  a c t in g  a c c o rd in g  to  p u rp o s e s .
I t  f o l lo w s  t h a t  t h e r e  m ust b e  so m eth in g  p r e s e n t  i n  th e  
m a t e r i a l  o b je c t  i t s e l f  w hich  makes us r e g a r d  i t  a s  a  p u rp o s e . 
What i s  t h i s  so m e th in g ?  Kant sa y s  ; ’TBut i f  a  th in g  i s  a  p r o ­
d u c t  o f  n a tu r e ,  and  in  t h i s  c h a r a c t e r  i s  n o tw ith s ta n d in g  to  
c o n ta in  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  and  i n  i t s  in n e r  p o s s i b i l i t y  a  r e l a t i o n
t o  p u rp o s e s , i n  o th e r  w o rd s , i s  t o  b e  p o s s ib le  o n ly  as a
It 'v-V‘-
p h y e -ie a l pu rpos e^ rn d  in d e p e n d e n tly  o f  th e  c a u s a l i t y  o f  t h e  
c o n c e p tio n s  o f e x te r n a l  r a t i o n a l  a g e n t s ,  th e n  t h i s  second  
r e q u i s i t e  i s  in v o lv e d ,  n am ely , t h a t  th e  p a r t s  o f  t h e  t h in g  
com bine o f  th e m se lv e s  i n to  th e  u n i ty  o f  a  w hole by b e in g  r e c i ­
p r o c a l ly  c a u se  and e f f e c t  o f  t h e i r  fo rm . F o r t h i s  i s  t h e  
o n ly  way in  w hich i t  i s  p o s s ib l e  t h a t  t h e  Id e a  o f  th e  w hole  may 
c o n v e r s e ly ,  o r  r e c i p r o c a l l y ,  d e te rm in e jin  i t s  t u r n  t h e  fo rm  and 
dom bination o f  a l l  th e  p a r t s ,  n o t as c a u se  -  f o r  t h a t  w ould 
make i t  an a r t  p ro d u c t -  b u t  a s  t h e  e p is te m o lo g io a l  b a s i s  upon 
w hich  t h e  s y s te m a tic  u n i ty  o f  t h e  fo rm  and c o m b in a tio n  o f  a l l  
t h e  m anifo ld  c o n ta in e d  i n  th e  g iv e n  m a t te r  becomes c o g n iz a b le  
f o r  th e  p e rs o n  e s t im a t in g  i t . n (C .o f  J . , Z75$J7)
-U I* /
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From t h i s  we s o e ^ th a t  and  why K ant b e l i e v e s  t h a t  i n  o rd e r  
t o  he  e n t i t l e d  t o  ju d g e  o b je c ts  o f  n  t u r e  t e l e o l o g i c a l l y  th e  
r e c i p r o c a l  r e l a t i o n  b e tw een  c a u se s  an d  e f f e c t s  t h e  w hole and 
t h e  p a r ts ^ m u s t  h e  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  o b je c t  i t s e l f .  I t
i s  n o t a n  e x te r n a l  a g e n t w hich a c t s  upon them . The p a r t s
w , c^xt
th e m se lv e s  x e e t  upon rn e  a n o th e r .  f h o  o b je c t  i s  i n f i n i t e l y  
more c o m p lic a te d  th a n  p ro d u c ts  o f  human a r t  w h ich  owe t h e i r  
e x i s te n c e  to  a n  e x te r n a l  c a u se .
And y e t  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  v/e can  make u se  o f  su c h  Id e a  of
A
n a tu r e  o n ly  f o r  t h e  sa k e  o f  e x p la in in g  t h e  o b je c t  t o  o u r s e lv e s .  
Wo a r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  soy  t h a t  we c a n n o t u n d e rs ta n d  th e  s y s te m a tic  
u n i ty  p r e s e n t  i n  th e  o b je c t  w ith o u t r e f e r r i n g 1 i t  t o  an  I d e a .  
T h is  I d e a  i s  t h e  b a s i s  on w hich  a lo n e  we c a n  e x p la in  th e  o b j e c t ,  
i t  i s  i t s  c o g n i t iv e  g ro u n d . But i t  i s  by 210 means t o  b e  r e ­
g a rd e d  a s  i t s  r e a l  g ro u n d , i . e # jwe can n o t s a y  t h a t  n a tu r e  as 
t h e  c a u se  o f  t h e  o b je c t  h as  a c t u a l l y  p ro d u ced  i t  a c c o rd in g  to  
a n  Id e a  o f  i t s  p u rp o se . I t  w i l l  so o n  become c l e a r e r  why su c h
dsuzjLCv-ci
a n  a s su m p tio n  i s  im p o s s ib le .  B ef o re  .cown c e l ve s  w i th  
t h i s  o u e s t io n  v/e have  t o  d e te rm in e  more p r e c i s e l y  th e  p e c u l i a r  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th o  th in g s  v h ic h  we ju d g e  t o  b e  p u rp o se s  o f  
n a t u r e ,
"In su c h  a  n a t u r a l  p ro d u c t as t h i s  ev ery  p a r t  i s  th o u g h t a s  
owing i t s  p re s e n c e  to  t h e  a g e n c y .o f  a l l  t h e  re m a in in g  p a r t s ,  and 
a l s o  as e x i s t i n g  f o r  t h e  sa k e  o f  th o  o th e r s  and o f  th e  w h o le , 
th a t  i s ^ a s  a n  in s t r u m e n t ,  o r  o rg a n . But t h i s  i s  n o t  enough -  
f o r  i t  m ight be a n  in s tru m e n t  o f  a r t ,  and  th u s  have  no more 
th an  i t s  g e n e r a l  p o s s i b i l i t y  r e f e r r e d  to  a  p u rp o s e . On th e  
c o n tra r y  t h e  p a r t  must b e  a n  o rg an  p ro d u c in g  th e  o th er  p a r ts ,  
e a c h , c o n s e q u e n tly ,  r e c i p r o c a l l y  p ro d u c in g  th e  o t h e r s ,  Ho 
in strum ent o f  a r t  can  answ er t o  t h i s  d e s c r i p t i o n ,  b u t  on ly  t h e
th©  instrument of that nature from whoso resources the iauberi&ls 
o f  e v e ry  instrumont are drawn -  even the materials for instruments 
o f  a r t , Only under those conditions and upon these terms c a n  
su c h  a product he a n  organized and  self-organizirig (S/*£. 
n n**visw^stc.-i ) b e in g , and, as such, be called a purpose o f  n a tu r e , "  
(0 .  o f J , .  374,),,
V/o s e e  ho-.? fu n d a m e n ta lly  d i f f e r e n t  human s o a ^ th e  a r t  -e f
I t  ,v
n a tu r e  d is p la y s  i n  -her o rg a n is e d  p ro d u c ts  a r e ,
k-o
K ant i l l u o t  -aies the difference by a n  example. I n  a  w atch  
■ta p ro d u c t o f  human a r t ^  one p a r t  i s  the in s tru m e n t fey-v/h loh  th e
* \ V  ^  'n-' n , ^ - C - _ v / -  d y  i ;  I  ( ~ 0  , v  ^  f[\s o i l* *  d
movemrgnt" -o f--^inT''gth^r&-- ±-g- eff-gci;etL b u t esse—p a r t  i s  n o t  th o  
•®*fei«4-ent c a u s e  o f  t h e  p ro d u c t io n  o f  t h e  o t h e r s . -iv o ry  p a r t  
o ^ b a l n l y  e x i s t s  for t h e  sa k e  o f t h e  o th e rs ^  b u t i t  does noty-owe 
1 t o  - e x i st-onc-o- -to--th^--egeney---ef--thesuJ h-~L  ^ .
ufcj-eA* cLc&i
One w heel o f a  w a tch  does n o t p ro d u ce  otherfc and  s t i l l  l e s s .\ ^  r \
ono w atch  p roduce^  other w a tc h e s . J u s t  a s  little c a n  i t  r e p l a c e  
p a r t s  o f w hich  i t  h a s  b e e n  d e p r iv e d .
itml, $11 th e s e  th in g s  we may e x p e c t fro m  o rg a n iz e d  n a t u r e ^ .  
"An o rg a n iz e d  b o in g  i s  t h e r e f o r e  n o t a  m ere m ach in e . F o r  a 
m achine h as s o lo ly  m o tiv e  pow er, w hereas an  o rg a n iz e d  b e in g  - 
p o s s e s s e s  in h e r e n t  fo rm a tiv e  pov/er and  su c h  m oreover a s  i t  c an  
im p a r t  t o  m a te r i a l  d ev o id  o f  i t  -  m a te r i a l  w hich i t  o r g a n is e s .
T h is  t h e r e f o r e  i s  a  self-p ro p a g a tin g  fo rm a t iv e  power w hich 
c a n n o t b e  e x p la in e d  by the c a p a c i ty  o f movement a lo n e ,  t h a t  i s  
t o  s a y ,  by m echanism ." ( C. o f J . ,  3 74Q,'7)
K ant goes on to  s t a t e  t h a t  we can n o t p ro p e r ly  sp e a k  o f
k tf-w-W h  M -V P <• O*- 
I ia tu ro * s  o d p a c i ty  f o r  produc in g  o rg a n iz e d  p ro d u c ts  a s  a n
K>CCua£.
"a n a lo g u e  o f  a r t " j  j ? o r  i n  do ing  so  v;e s h o u ld  re g a r il- fe e r  a s  a n  
a r t i s t  who w orks from  w ith o u t .  H a tu rd  o rg a n is e s  - h e r s e l f .
T h is  hap&c44y i s  a b s o lu te ly  in c  om prehons i b l o  arid h a s  n o th in g
A-(J lA-'-fi-/*
i n  common w ith  any  •a p e e i- ty  o f w hich  v/e knot-. V/e may c a l l
i t  a n  a n a lo g u e  o f  l i f e .  But i n  d o in g  so  wo do n o t  u n d e rs ta n d
i t  any b e t t e r ,  g t r i c t l y  s p e a k in g ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  the- o r g a n iz a t io n
o f  n a tu r e  lia s  n o t h i n  a n a lo g o u s  t o  any c a u s a l i t y  icnoim to  u s ."
( c . o f  J . .  37iQ£)
N a tu re  jv h e n  i t  p r e s e n t s  us w i th  b e a u t i f u l  o b je c ts^  may
p ro p e r ly  b e  com pared w ith  human a r t ,  " fo r  v/e c a l l  th in g s
J  5 d t
b e a u t i f u l  o n ly  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  o u r own f a c u l t y  o f  r e f l e x i o n .
I t  i s  t h e more  --4rhe--bh^o4-rhigeft-- b B 'd trtifu l
and-~s-o--tvo»eMiri-Mg- • erterT .w l'-’l i l t ^ - v ^ e f ^ - u ^ d e r s t j m d .
"But i n t r i n s i c  n a t u r a l  p e r f e c t i o n ,  a s  p o s s e s s e d  by th in g s
k., 'xhczff.  ^ t/
t h a t  a r e y o n ly /  p o s s ib l e  j a s 1 phfy s- tc  ^ l~ ^ n d s , an d  t h a t  a r e  t h e r e f o r e  
c a l l e d  o rg a n is m s , i s  u n th in k a b le  and i n e x p l i c a b le  on any  a n a lo g y  
t o  any known p h y s i c a l ,  o r  n a t u r a l ,  a g e n c y , n o t  even e x c e p tin g  -  
s i n c e  we o u r s e lv e s  a r e  i>art o f  n a tu r e  i n  th e  w id e s t  s e n s e  -  th e  
s u g g e s t io n  o f  any s t r i c t l y  a p t  a n a lo g y  to  human a r t . "  (C .o f  J . , 
3 7 ^
A ll  t h i s  i s  p o r f e c t i y e a sy  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  and  th e  same
a p p l i e s  t o  t h o  r e s t  o f  th e  s e c t i o n ^  Kant igoo e - o n - t o p o in ts
o u t  t h a t  th e  c o n c e p t o f a  th in g  a s  a  p u rp o se  i s  n o t a  c o n s t i t u t ­
es / u  c t  h-dr
i v a  c o n ce p t -of e i t h e r  .u n d e rs ta n d in g  o r /R e a so n . -ra d  yo t - -i  t  i s  a.. r* I9 Jv v H i
r e g u l a t i v e  c o n c e p t f o r  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm en t, -W e. a  c o n c e p t whoso
fu « e tirc n r - i t  i s  to  g u id e  out* i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  i n t o  c e r t a i n  n a t u r a l
crr^vk-a-n-^
ob jec ts^ -4 ox'gu n !a i.L io ra r) "by a  rem o te  a n a lo g y  w ith  out* own c a u s ­
a l i t y  a c c o rd in g  to  p u rp o se s  g e n e ra l ly ',  an d  a s  a  b a s i s  o f  r e f l e e -  
t l o n  upon t h e i r  s u p r  em e-se-uree-." (C .o f  J . ,  37£$V}
I t  i s  c l e a r ,  how ever, t h a t  i n  a p p ly in g  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  we
-fkg, i-v-fe cj-x.ui^-e
c a n n o t e x te n d  o u r know ledge o f o u o h ■ ba*ag lac& - e ouge o . "On th e
c o n t r a r y  i t  m ust bo  c o n f in e d  t o  t h e  s e r v i c e  o f  j u s t  th e  same 
p r a c t i c a l  f a c u l ty  o f  R eason  n  a n a lo g y  w ith  w hich  v/e c o n s id e re d  
t h e  c a u se  o f  t h e  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  i n  q u e s t io n ."  (C .o f  J . ,  37S,)/. » 
The o n ly  d i f f i c u l t y  h e r e  i s  t h a t  t h e  io r . .^  ' 'p r a c t i c a l "  
i s  u sed  i n  t h e  s e n s e  w hich h a s  b e e n  e x p la in e d  b e fo re
(e a e  ab o v e  ) w h ereas i n  th e  l a s t  p a ra g ra p h  o f  t h i s
s e c t i o n  K an t u se s  i t  i n  t h e  ennmoner • s  e n c e t h e  ^ n o ra ld y ...p rac ­
t i c a l  a s  d i s t i n c t  fro m  ev ery  p r i n c i p l e  o f  n a tu r e ^ .  T h is  w i l l  
b e  soon  fro m  th e  f o l i o  in g  p a s s a g e .
"O rganism s a r e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  th e  on ly  b e in g s  i n  n a tu r e  t h a t ,  
c o n s id e re d  i n  t h e i r  s e p a r a t a  e x is te n c e  and a p a r t  from  any  r e l a ­
t i o n  to  o th e r  t h i n g s ,  c a n n o t be  th o u g h t p o s s ib l e  e x ce p t a s  p u r -
P08QS o f  n a t u r e .  I t  i s  t h e y ,  t h e n ,  t h a t  f i r s t  a f f o r d  Q b je e t iv :
uJfW-x
r e a l i t y  t o  th e  concep t4e« ; o f  a  p u rp o se  ’th a t-  i s  a  p u rp o se  o f 
n a tu r e  and n o t a  p r a c t i c a l  p u rp o se . Thus th e y  su p p ly  n a t u r a l  
s c ie n c e  -w ith  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  a  t e l e o lo g y ,  o r ,  i n  o th e r  w o rd s , a
I'-ltlA ci\.
mode o f  e s t im a t in g  i t s  O b je c ts  on a  s p e c i a l  p r in e ip le - fc fc a * ..i t
w ould o th e rw is e  be a b s o lu te ly  u n j u s t i f i a b l e  t o  in t r o d u c e  in to
t h a t  s c ie n c e  -  s e e in g  t h a t  we a r e  u i t e  u n a b le  t o  p e r c e iv e  a
•o r io r i  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  su c h  a  k in d  o f  c a u s a l i t y , "  (C .o f  J . .
   ( 1 ) -------------
3 7 5 , 37§Jf./
(11  On th e  n a rro w e r m eaning o f  p r a c t i c a l  ( p r i n c i p l e  gST 
freed o m  as opposed to  any p r i n c i p l e  o f n a tu r e )  my . 
e x p o s i t io n  o f s e c t i o n  I  o f th e  I n t r o d u c t io n  t e e th e  
C r i t . i . a u e ^ f  Judgm en t, .
I t  h as  tV -b c  n o te d  t h a t  t h e  t e r m  " o b j ^ t i v e  r e a l i t y "  
i n  t h i s  .p assag b ^h as  t o  bo ta k e n  i n  i to y w id e s t  se n se *  I t  
i s  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  r e a l i t y  o f  a n  a  p r i o r i  s u b j e c t iv e l y  
n e c e s s a ry  p r i n c i p l e  Ctho t e l e q l o g j ^ h l  p r i n c i p l e  w hich 
r e s t s  upon t h e  c o n c e p t  oS ^an  o b je c t iv e -  p u r p o s e  of n a tu r e )  
a s  opposed  t o  th e  m ore s u b j e c t i v i t y  o f  e m p i r ic a l  p r i n -  
‘ ' e i p l e s . T h a t  no o b j e c t  o£rnalH^*e c a n  by  i t s e l f  be  
r e g a rd e d  a s  a  iju rp o se  o f^ b k tu ro  b h t^ o n ly  i n  r e l a t i o n  
to  o u r  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm en t a n d  i t s  t ' b i ^ o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  
go os w i t h o u t  s a y i n g
p r i n c i p l e a s  a  c o n s t i t u t i v o  o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  e i t h e r  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  o r  K oason b u t a  r e y u l a . i v e  s u b je c t iv e  p rf  
c i ^ l c  t o  be  u sed  by r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm ent.
T h is  s e c t i o n  i s  h ead ed  "The p r i n c i p l e  on w h ich  th e  
i n t r i n s i c  p u rp o s iv o n e c s  i n  o rg an ism s i s  -OK*»&etasL. ” K a n t’ s 
d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  i s  a s  f o l lo w s .  uAn o rg a n iz e d  
n a t u r a l  p ro d u c t  i j -  one i n  w hich ev ery  p a r t  i s  r e c i p r o c a l l y  
"both ond and m oans. I n  su c h  a  p ro d u c t n o th in g  i s  i n  v a in ,  
w ith o u t a  p u rp o s e , o r  t o  h e  a s c r ib e d  to  a b l in d  m echanism  o f  
n a t u r e . 1' (C .o f  J . .  3 7 6 ^ ;.
/ . .  t  C  l  1 .1 , 'V » -
T h is  i s  e a s y  and  does n o t a eg a t ^ -e-'Oar r x p l a n a t i o n .  ICant 
g o e s  on to  s t a t e  t h a t  a l th o u g h  th e  o c c a s io n  f o r  a d o p tin g  t h i s  
p r i n c i p l e  a r i s e s  i n  e x p e r ie n c e ,  th e  p r i n c i p l e  i t s e l f  i s  an  a  
p r i o r i  p r in c ip le ^ a l th o u g h  a  m ere ly  r e g u l a t i v e  one . i t  may 
b e  c a l l e d  " a  m axin  f o r  e s t im a t in g  th o  i n t r i n s i c  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  
o f  o rg a n is m s " . ( C .o f  2 . .  3 7 6 ^
T h is  i s  a n  im p o r ta n t  p o in ty  j£ o r  i n  r e a d in g  th e  p re c e d ­
in g  s e c t i o n  th o  r e a d e r  may e a s i l y  h a v e  b e e n  m is le d  i n t o  b e l io v
pLs-k^ J-juA
in g  t h a t  K ant h o ld s  t h e  t e l e o l o g i e a l  p r i n c i p l e  t o  b e  d o o lro d  
fro m  e m p ir ic a l  o b s e r v a t io n  o f o rg a n ism s . T h i s ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  
i s  n o t r e a l l y  h i s  o p in io n . '..hat h e  a c t u a l l y  b e l ie v e s  i s  t h a t  
t h e  t e l e o l o g i e a l  p r i n c i p l e  i s  a n  a  p r i o r i  p r i m e i p l c  of--th e
J
t t in d ana t h a t  o b s e rv a t io n  o f  organicmsjm er e ly  g iv o s  us o c c a s io n
W krtfcf
t  be  g iv o n  t o  us i n  
t * * t w  J . '  t X h a - f c A .  i n ­
e x p e r ie n c e  t o -w h ich  i7Q c a n  a p p ly  HHr? >■§o r  s in c e  t he- p r in c i p l e
i s  a  m ere ly  o b j e c t i v e  o r  r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e j ^ a d  v/e c a n n o t
know a  p r i o r i  t h a t  e x p e r ie n c e  w i l l  p ro s o n t  us w ith  o b je c ts
w h ich  w i l l  j u s t i f y  i t s  em ployom ent. And y e t  i t  c a n n o t be
d e r iv e d  fro m  o b s e rv a tio n ^  ^*or t h e  human mind u n le s i | i t
p o s s e s s e d  su ch  a  p r i n c i p l e  f o r  t h e  e s t im a t io n  o f o b je c ts  c o u ld
a
a . ' . '  '
/K e  f  : v w  V 1 •■■■p. A£ a . p j > 4 , ‘ . > ■ #
n e v e r  d is c o v e r  th e  o b je c ts  t o  w hich i-t—ec t t ldr-ajtTrlv i t - .  A l l
«tt h i s  may s e e n  d i f f i c u l t ,  b u t  h a s  i n  f a c t  been  made q u i te  c l e a r  
by K ant i n  S e c t io n  10 o f  th e  f i r s t  I n t r o d u c t io n  t o  th e  C r i t i q u e .  
T h e re  K ant lias shown t h a t  i d e o l o g i c a l  judgm en ts a r e  a  p r i o r i
ju d g m e n ts . Vfliat K an t’ s g e n e r a l  id e a  i s  may be s e e n  fro m  th e
0)
f o l lo w in g  pas a a g e .
" S im i la r ly  i t  m ust b e  a d m it te d  t h a t  t h e  t e l e o l o g i e a l  ju d g ­
ment "■p.lJce t h e  a e s t h e t i c  judgm en t; s e e  t h e  f i r s t  p a r t  o f  th o  
s e c t i o n /  i s  b a sed  upon an  a p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  and  w ould be  
im p o s s ib le  w ith o u t  su c h  a  p r in c ip le ^  i n  s p i t e  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
we c a n  d is c o v e r  t h e  p u rp o se  o f n a tu r e  i n  su c h  judgm en ts s o l e ly  
th ro u g h  e x p e r ie n c e  an d  w ith o u t  t h i s  w ould n o t ’enow w h e th er 
th in g s  o f  su c h  a  h in d  a r e  p o s s ib l e  a t  a l l . "  ( C. o f  J . , F i r s t  
I n t r o d u c t i o n ,  p .2 1 9 ^ B u e c h ^ j ^
R e tu rn in g  now t o .  th q lsQ ^ e tio n  w ith  w hich  we a r e  a t  p r e s e n t
C^CCCf ' ft j
c o n c e rn e d , wo f i n d  th a t^ K a n t  -h o lda-%hut~ th e  a s su m p tio n  o f th e  
t e l e o l o g i e a l  p r i n c i p l e  s s  a  maxim f o r  t h e  e s t im a t io n  o f  o rg a n ­
ism s i s  a b s o lu te ly  n e c e s s a r y .  17e c a n n o t -do-^oth o rw io o (^hetw
■as s ume t h a t  n o th in g  i n  su ch  a p ro d u c t o f  n a tu r e  i s  i n  i -t s  
p u rp o s e le s s i ie e e  . .I n  nsK ia a t i a g -.-u r^^ism s~w ^^.can l-4uat~ ^ s  -l i t t l aY
y  1 ---------^         *
abandon t h e - t ^ h e e l e r - l e a l  - p rin cIp ltJ^ -as--t-h e- 'g eae ra l--p-w:La^ 4 p le s  o f
g o len c ft........................... ..p r l-n c ip io s j- . -For h s  t h e  abandonm ent o f
th e  l a t t e r  w ould le a v e  us w ith o u t any e x p e r ie n c e  a t  a l l  so  th e  
abandonm ent o f  t h e  fo rm e r  would le a v e  us w ith  no c lu e  ( L e l t -  
f a d  on) t o  a s s i s t  o u r o b s e r v a t io n  o f  a jj ty p e  o f  n a t u r a l  th in g s  
t h a t - h a v e  cao-e come t o  be th o u g h t u n d er t h e  c o n c e p t o f  p u rp o se s  
o f  n a tu r e .
I t  i s  c l e a r  why t h i s  must be  s o .  I n  ju d g in g  a  thing- to  
b e  a  p u rp o se  o f  n a tu r e  we d e r iv e  i t s  p o s s i b i l i t y  from  an  I d e a .
^ jiy.cjit/ c-vJriJss vC-un MYiML,
In e s t im a t in g  organism s we can abandon the t e l e o lo g ie a l  p r in c ip le  
j u s t  as l i t t l e  a s  in  ju d g in g  o b je c ts  o ther than o r g a n ise s  we 
can abandon the m echan ical p r in c ip le s  which are the g e n e ra l  
p r in c ip le s  o f  s c ie n c e .
4 5 7 .
I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  th o  . ,r in c i,.l&  ..vlc-h makes u s  assum e t h i s  i s  
a p r in c ip le  o f  m ere r e f l e c t i o n .  And y e t  th e  c o n c e p t w hich 
i s  im p lie d  i s  fu n d a m e n ta lly  d i f f e r e n t  from  th e  concept o f 
c a u se  ?.nd e f f e c t  vhioh I s  em ployed by th e  m e c h a n ic a l p r i n c i p l e .  
K ant s a y s  i t  le a d s  R eason in to  a q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  o rd e r  o f 
t h in g s  from  t h a t  o f  th e  m ere mechanism o f  n a tu r e ,  and goes on 
a s  fo l lo w  . "But s in c e  t h i s  ( s . c  Id e a )  i s  a b s o lu te  u n i ty  o f  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  w hereas m a t te r  I s  a p l u r a l i t y  o f  th in g s  w hich 
c a n n o t o f  i t s e l f  su  :o ly  any d e f i n i t e  u n i ty  o f  c o m p o s itio n , 
i t  fo l lo w s  th a  i f  t h a t  u n i ty  o f th e  Io ea  i s  to  s e rv e  a s  a p r i o r i  
d e te rm in in g  g round  o f  th e  c a u s a l i t y  o f  su ch  a form  o f  c o m p o s itio n , 
ana  as a law  o f  n a tu r e ,  th e  pu rpose  o f  n a tu r e  m ust
be e x te n d ed  to  e v e ry th in g  th a t  i s  c o n ta in e d  in  i t s  p roduct'.'
T h is  r e q u i r e s  e x p la n a t io n .  In  ju d g in g  a th in g  t e l e o -  
l o g i c a i l y  we d e r iv e  i t  from  a s p e c i a l  k in d  o f  u n i ty ,  i . e .  
a s y s te m a tic  u n i t y ,  J ie  assum e t h a t  every  p a r t  c o n ta in e d  in  i t  
h a s  some r e f e r e n c e  to  th e  Id ea  o f  th e  w hole. M echanism , on th e  
o th e r  h an d , r e g a rd s  e v e ry  m an ifo ld  a s  a mere a g g re g a te .  The 
m an ifo ld  i s  c o n s id e re d  a s  a mere com posite  d ev o id  o f  any 
d e f i n i t e  u n i ty  o f  c o m p o s itio n . The p a r t s  assem ble  a c c o rd in g  to  
n e c e s s a ry  m ech an ica l la w s , b u t th e r e  i s  no in n e r  c o n n e c tio n  
betw een them .
Kant i n f e r s  from  t h i s  t h a t  once we have begun to  
r e g a rd  a th in g  a s  a  p u rp o se  o f  n a tu r e ,  once we have begun to  
assum e t h a t  i t  i s  more th an  an a g g re g a te  o f  m e c h a n ic a lly  co n n ec ted  
p a r t s ,  and have th u s  d e r iv e d  i t  from a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  g ro u n d , we 
m ust e s t im a te  i t  on t h i s  p r in c ip le  e x c lu s iv e ly .  We c an n o t b u t 
p re su p p o se  t h a t  every  p a r t  c o n ta in e d  in  i t  depends on th e  Id ea  o f 
th e  w h o le . "We have no re a so n  f o r  assum ing  th e  form o f  such  a 
th in g  to  be s t i l l  p a r t ly  dep en d en t on b l in d  m echanism , f o r  w ith  
such  c o n fu s io n  o f h e te ro g en e o u s  p r i n c i p l e s  ev ery  r e l i a b l e  r u le  
f o r  e s t im a t in g  th in g s  would d is a p  ear'.’ (C. o f  J . , 5 7 7 ) .
T h is  i s  c l e a r  enough. We * s e e  t h a t  Kant i s  co n v in ced  t h a t  
in  i t s  c h a r a c te r  o f  r e g u la t iv e  > rin c i i e  f a r  th e  t e l e o l o g i e a l  
p r i n c i p l e  m ust be a p p lie d  th ro u g h o u t to  th e  o b je c ts  to  which
I
i t  i s  a p p l ie d  a t  a l l .
 Zg oanr.nt .but.^asAnma th a t  ,tM _ob1§ c t  s  ■Wh-ich,;.ye.ffi,es.tim ^te
i n  - th a t  way ( organism :) a r e  e n t i r e l y  dep en d en t on t e l e o l o g i e a l
1—r r y  ,-i'^Vf w'.i.
c a u s a t io n .  -SftS p o in t  i s  emphaeiscrd i n  th e  l a s t  p a ra g ra p h  o f
(rU u
Watte s e c t io n ^  K a n t .p o i n t s  o u t t h a t  i t  may he t h e  e a s e  t h a t  
c e r t a i n  p a r t s  o f  an  a n im a l  body (a s  s h i n ,  h o n e s ,  h a i r )  c o u ld  
lie  e x p la in e d  on m e c h a n ic a l p r i n c i p l e s  a s  m ere a c c r e t i o n s .
"Y et t h e  c a u se  t h a t  accum; l a t e s  th e  a p p r o p r i a t e  m a t e r i a l ,  
m o d if ie s  and  f a s h io n s  i t ,  and d e p o s i t s  i t  i n  i t s  c ro p e r  p l a c e ,  
m ust a lw ays be estiia- t e d  t e l e o l o g i e s l l y » H ence , e v e ry th in g  
I n  th e  body m ust h e  re g a rd e d  a s  o rg a n is e d ,  and  e v e r y th in g ,  a ls o  , 
i n  a  c e r t a i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  t h in g  i s  i t s e l f  i n  t u r n  a n  o rg a n ."  
( C .o f  J . .  377$T)
S e c t io n  67 .
Sec-t i o n -6 7 -o f  T he " D ia l e c t i c  o f  t h e  t e l e o l o g i e a l  Judgm ent"
ck&.c'Jl
w ith  w hich we h av e  now to  - c o n e - e r n r - o u r s - e l v c s m igh t bo r i g h t l y
'is
-said^-th&tHbt-wais one o f  t h e  m ost i n t e r e s t i n g  p a ssa g e s  i n  th e  
w hole  o f  K an t*s c r i t i c a l  s y s te m . What sa lte s  i t  so  ■ p a r t i c u l a r l y  
i n t e r e s t i n g  i s  th o  f a c t  t h a t  i t  i s  K an t»s l a s t  and  m ost m atu re  
s ta te m e n t  o f  t h e  fu n d a m e n ta l p r i n c i p l e s  o f  h i s  p h i lo s o p h y . I t  
i s  a  s p e c i a l  prob lem  w hich i s  d is c u s s e d  i n  i t ,  t h e  prob lem  of 
th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t e l e o l o g i e a l  ju d g m e n ts . in d  y e t  t h e  s o lu ­
t i o n  o f t h i s  prob lem  i s  g iv e n  i n  th e  s t r i c t e s t  a c c o rd a n c e  w ith  
t h e  fu n d a m e n ta l p r i n c i p l e s  o f  K ant»s p h i lo s o p h y , so  much so  
t h a t  a  r e a d e r  who i s  n o t f a m i l i a r  w ith  e v e ry  p a r t  o f  K ant*s 
c r i t i c a l  p h ilo so p h y  w i l l  f i n d  i t  q u i t e  u n i n t e l l i g i b l e .
The v iew  h as bo en  p u t  fo rw a rd  ^  o f  K en t*s eommenta-
t o r s  t h a t  - c w K a n t  was u n f o r tu n a te ly  i n ­
c a p a b le  o f  u n d e rs ta n d in g  h i s  own p h i lo s o p h y ^ i t  i s  th e  d u ty  o f 
h i s  com m enta to rs t c  u n d e rs ta n d  h i s  p h ilo so p h y  b e t t e r  th a n  he
d id  h im s e l f .  The r e a d in g  o f t h e  c o m e n ta tie s  w hich  have  beenA
w r i t t e n  i n  t h i s  s p i r i t  h a s  f a i l e d  t o  co n v in ce  me o f  th o  t r u t h  
o f  so  h o ld  an  a s s e r t i o n .  I n  f a c t  I  havo found  them  more 
d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  th a n  K a n t 's  o n  p h i lo s o p h y . They a re  
f u l l  o f  th o s e  i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  w hich  a r e  a l l e g e !  to  "be one o f  
th e  d i s t i n g u i s h in g  f e a t u r e s  o f  lO&nt'a s y s te m . No one c o u ld  
h e  more w i l l i n g  th a n  I  ..am to  ad m it t h a t  K a n t 's  p h ilo so p h y  i s  
d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e rs ta n d _and t h a t  th e  p a s sa g e  w ith  w hich  we have  
t o  d e a l  now i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  d i f f i c u l t .  I n  s p i t e  o f  cy co n ­
t in u o u s  s tu d y  o f  t h e  'd i a l e c t i c ' '  I  s t i l l  f i n d  i t  f u l l  o f
d i f f i c u l t i e s  and  many o f  K a n t 's  s ta te m e n ts  re m a in  to  me o b s c u re .
^ Ac*
And y e t  i f  I  h av e  su c ce ed e d  i n  g ra s p in g -K sn t+ s  g e n e r a l  i d e a ,
UVS. b'Wfy
a s  I  th in k ; I  h av e  and  e x p la in s *  some o f  t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f  h i so A
a rg u m e n t, t h i s  i s  due to  t h e  m ethod w hich  I  h a v e  follow ed#-S
"'i:- w-I.iy s tu d y  o f  K a n t 's  p h ilo so p h y  h a s  c o n v in ced  me more and
more t h a t  t h e r e  i s  o n ly  one way o f u n d e rs ta n d in g  i t , -y4 » . by
ta lc in g  i t  a s  a  w hole  no p a r t  o f w hich  i s  i r r e l e v a n t  f o r  th e
u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  t h e  o th e r s .
T h is  h o ld s  5n p a r t i c u l a r  f o r  th e  D ia le c t i c  o f  t e l e o l o g i e a l
J u d g m e n t b e g i n . The
f i r s t  q u e s t io n  i s ;  ’.Thy i s  t h e r e  su ch  a  th in g  a s  a  " D i a l e c t i c
o f  t e l e o l o g i e a l  Judgm ent?" I  am s u r e  t h a t  many o f  K a n t 's
com m enta to rs w ould a s s e r t ^ t h e  re a s o n  was t h a t  t h e r e  h ad  b e e n  a
" D ia le c t ic  o f  lu r e  R easo n ", a " D ia le c t i c  o f  P r a c t i c a l  Reason",
a '^ D i a l e c t i c  o f  a e s t h e t i c  Judgm ent" , and  Kant owing to  h i s  d e -  
fc  ^  to
V O tion  -fa r  sym m etry what i s  commonly te rm ed  h i s  " a r c h i ­
t e c t o n i c " ,  had  of-c^Harft-e t o  w r i t e  a  " D ia le c t i c  o f  t e l e o l o g i e a l  
f i g m e n t "  a s  w e l l .  I t  w ould b e  somewhat d i f f i c u l t  t o  d e fe n d  
stiteh a  v ie w ^ se e ln g  t h a t  i n  th e  " D ia le c t i c  o f  t e l e o l o g i e a l  Ju d g -  
nM&t" ICant i s  co n ce rn e d  w ith  t h e  problem  o f  t h e  a p p a re n t  i n -
c o m p a t ib i l i t y  o f  th e  m e c h a n ic a l and  t e l e o l o g i e a l  p r i n c i p l e s .
< tfS’A .V-— P* . '
/ '  s i - ?
.:v?io one w m rll re a s o n a b ly  h e ld  t h a t  M s  p rob lem  h a s  b een  in v e n te d  
by K a n t. As a  m a t te r  o f f a c t  i t  i s  n o t even  a p u re ly  p h i l -  
o s o p h ic a l  p ro b lem . N a tu ra l  s c ie n c e  h as a t  a l l  t im e s  been
c o n ce rn e d  w ith  i t .  B o th  b e fo r e  and a f t e r  Kant t h e r e  h av e  been
S c i e n t i s t s  and p h i lo s o p h e rs  who have  h e ld  t h a t  m e c h a n ic a l p r i n -
c - « - ^
o ip le s - t r c r e  th e  o n ly  p r in c  ip le s  w hich n a t u r a l  sc iQ n c e -e « « M
ft i U-e.
o tap loy , t h a t  th e y  a lo n e  &ave us a t r u e  e x p la n a t io n  o f  n a t u r a l  
phenomena and  t h a t  to  in t r o d u c e  th e  t e l e o l o g i e a l  p r i n c i p l e  in to  
s c ie n c e  wits- t o  d e s tro y  i t s  s c i e n t i f i c  c h a r a c t e r  and^assum e an  
a r b i t r a r y  u n w a rra n ta b le  p r i n c i p l e . ^
L-Others J c h i e f l y  p h ilo s o p h e rs .! - have  b e l ie v e d  t h a t  t h e  t e l -  
f to lo g ic a l  e x p la n a t io n  o f  n a t u r a l  phenomena -wars t h e  o n ly  s a t i s -
^  , j?.,
f a c t o r y  e x p la n a t io n  and  t h a t  i t  .wee o n ly  o u r  ■^ ncur& ff; i n t o  th e
cfv^ e-4
f i n a l  c a u se s  o f  th in g s  w hich us i n s i g h t  in to  t h e i r  r e a l
c i ■, a-3iA>f
n a tu r e .  A t h i r d  ty p e  ^.^•Tr9"‘o m :l lw««eri---"±t--4&--tho ty p e ^ to  
w h ich  K ant b e lo n y s j* -whioh h o ld s  t h a t  n a t u r a l  s c ie n c e  m ust make 
u s e  o f b o th  p r i n c i p l e s ,  each i n  i t s  n ro p o r  p la c e .
M - ' i
‘She problem
i n  th e  " D i a l e c t i c ” i s :  Why i s  t h i s  so ?  How i s  i t  p o s s ib le
t h a t  th e  hum an-a ind  mwrt v iew  n a tu r a l  phenomena, i n  two d i f f e r e n t  
w ays? Do th e  two p r i n c i p l e s  n o t c o n t r a d ic t  each  o th e r ?  Does 
t h e  a ssu m p tio n  o f  two fu n d a m e n ta lly  d i f f e r e n t  p r i n c i p l e s  o f 
n a t u r a l  e n q u iry  n o t g iv e  r i s e  to  a " D i a l e c t i c " ,  s. " D ia le c t ic "  
whdeh i s  b a se d  upon a n  Antinom y o f  th e  two p r i n c i p l e s  $
:::f • K ant i s  c o n v in c ed  t h a t  su ch  a n  an tinom y m ust n e c e s s a r i l y  
o r is e ^ a n d  h e  e x p la in s  t h i s  i n  th e  f i r s t  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  D ia le c ­
t i c ,  ( s e c t i o n  69) w it h  tho  l n t or p r e t ?rtrrqTr~'of~i7RtTrh"'W'g',may nuw------
b e g in .  I t  i s  h ead ed : "N a tu re  o f an  an tinom y o f  Judgm ent" (Was
Q lne A ntinom ie d e r  U n t e i l s k r a f t r e i  ) .
J / Z
S e c t i o n  6 9 . ,
K a n t’s  argum ent ru n s  a s  f o l lo w s . D e to rm in an t -Judgment
c a n n o t g iv e  r i s e  to  a n  an tin o m y  o f  i t s  p r i n c i p l e s ,  f o r  a  v e ry
\{  -4 t>' c/ ( x t t c j t  cy^L .
s im p le  r e a s o n ,  n am ely , t h a t  there-■ ev^--ne-e ,iehr-p»r3rttgj^i-es ''--o^~“ ^
d e te rm in a n t •J-udrTaant'. D e te rm in an t Judgm en t, as h a s  b e e n  shown
ih(.
"befo re , i s  n o t an  in d e p e n d e n t f a c u l t y  o f^ m in i. I t s  o n ly  "busi­
n e s s  i s  t o  subsum e g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n s  im !e r  g iv e n  u n iv e r s a l  
p r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g .  The p r i n c i p l e s  "belong to  
t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and  n o t t o  d e te rm in a n t Judgm ent. I t  i s  th o  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  w h ich  g iv e s  th o  n e c e s s a ry  law s J e tm  th e  d e te rm in ­
a t i o n  o f  i n t u i t i o n s .  D e te rm in an t Ju d g m ait i s  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  
subsum ing i n t u i t i o n s  under c o n c e p ts ,  o f  subsum ing p a r t i c u l a r  
c a s e s  u n d e r u n iv e r s a l  r u l e s .  I t  th u s  g iv e s  r e a l i t y  t o  th e  
c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  w h ic h ^ c o n s id e re d  a p a r t  fro m  t h e i r  
a p p l i c a t i o n  to  i n t u i t i o n s ^ a r e  m ere fo rm s o f  th o u g h t ,  d ev o id  of 
a l l  o b j e c t iv e  m eaning . And y e t  i t  may (b e  'r i g h t ly ^  a s s  e r  te d  
t h a t  d e te rm in a n t Judgm ent does n o t p o s s e s s  any in d e p e n d e n t p r i n ­
c i p l e  and  does n o t  p ro d u ce  la w s . I t  i s  a s  K ant p u ts  i t  h e r e ,  
’’n o t in d e p e n d e n tly  r&eAc- " ,
"Thus t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  Ju d g m en t, w hich was shown t o  c o n ta in  
t h e  c o n d i t io n s  o f  su b su m p tio n  under c a t e g o r i e s ,  was n o t  in d e ­
p e n d e n tly  n o m o th e tic . I t  o n ly  s p e c i f i e d  th e  c o n d i t io n s  o f  s e n s ­
uous i n t u i t i o n  upon w hich r e a l i t y ,  t h a t  i s ,  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  c a n  b e  
a f f o r d e d  t o  a  g iv e n  c o n c e p tio n  as a  law  o f  u n d e rs ta n d in g . I n  
t h e  d is c h a r g e  o f  t h i s  o f f i c e  i t  c o u ld  n e v e r  f a l l  i n t o  a  s t a t e  
o f  i n t e r n a l  d is u n io n ,  a t  l e a s t  i n  th o  m a t te r  o f p r i n c i p l e s . "  
( C .o f  J . .  5 8 5 ^
c a se  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  Ju d g -
w snitu
mentjf. A sfh as  been  shown i t  p o s s e s se s  a s p e c i a l  p r i n c i p l e .  T h is
i-a-a^-pr I n c ip le  w hich b e lo n g s  t o  th o  f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent e x c lu s -  
A. Si
i v a ly  ■( th e  pi 1 n c v p lrr -o t^T 'gf l ’gyTOTTT. "Jo Womegftrsr  w hat t h i s
s p e c i - 1  p r i n c i p l e  i s  w hich  rae.dc u s  draw a  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw eeh
d e te rm in a n t  and  r e f l e c t i v e  Ju dgm en t. I t  i s  a  p r i n c i p l e  em ployed
by us i n  our e n q u iry  in to  t h e  e m p i r ic a l  I a n s  o f  n a tu r e .  The
&*■human mind i n  s tu d y in g  n a tu r e  m ust p re su p p o se  t h a t  -her- p a r t i c u l a r
d w £ it,
and  e m p ir ic a l  law s a r e  n o t a  c h a o t ic  a g g re g a te ,  t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t s 
a sy s te m  o f th e  p a r t i c u l a r  lev/© o f n a tu r e .  T h is  p r i n c i p l e ,  a s  
h a s  b e e n  show n, c a n n o t be r e g a rd e d  as a p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  u n d e r ­
s ta n d in g ^  w hich i s  co n ce rn e d  w ith  t h e  u n iv e r s a l  law s o f n a tu r e  
a lo n e .  I t  i s  a  s u b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e ,  a  p ro d u c t o f  o u r f a c u l t y  
o f  Judgm en t. be assum e i t  on m ere ly  s u b j e c t iv e  g ro u n d s, 
n am ely , b e c a u se  we suppose  t h a t  n a tu r e  w i l l  comply w ith  o u r 
w ish  t o b r iu g  a b o u t th e  s y s te m a tic  c o n n e c tio n  o f  e m p ir ic a l  la v ;s .
FiAA-eta-v
VrO 'O toe- r emember- th-ftt K ant h a s  t o l d  us t h a t  Judgm ent^ b e in g
in c a p a b le  o f r e l y i n g  upon o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d -
in g  m ust be  p r i n c i p l e  t o  i t s e l f .  A l l  t h i s  i s  r e p e a te d  b3r Kent  
J  A
i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  as w i l l  be  s e e n  from  th e  fo l lo w in g  p a s s a g e .
"But th e  r e f l e c t i v e  judgm ent h as  to  subsum e u n d er a  law  
t h a t  i s  n o t y e t  g iv e n .  I t  h a s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  i n  f a c t  o n ly  a 
p r i n c i p l e  o f r e f l e c t i o n  upon o b je c ts  f o r  w hich  we a r e  o b j e c t i v e ly  
a t  a  co m p le te  l o s s  f o r  a law , o r  c o n c e p tio n  o f  th e  O b je c t ,  s u f ­
f i c i e n t  t o  s e r v e  a s  a  p r i n c i p l e  c o v e r in g  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e s  
a s  th e y  come b e fo re  u s .  Now a s  th e r e  i s  no p e rm is s ib le  em ploy­
ment o f  t h e  c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  a p a r t  from  p r i n c i p l e s ,  t h e  r e ­
f l e c t i v e  judgm ent m ust i n  su c h  c a se s  bo a  p r i n c i p l e  to  i t s e l f .
As t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  i s  n o t  o b je c t iv e  and i s  u n a b le  t o  in t ro d u c e  
any b a s i s  o f  c o g n i t io n  o f  th e  o b je c t  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  th e  r e q u i r e d  
p u rp o se  o f  su b su m p tio n , i t  m ust s e rv e  as a  m ere s u b je c t iv e  p r i n -
jnv-gkcri&vj^ jL
c i p l e  f o r  th o  employment o f  o u r c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  i n  a  ^ f im i
m anner, nam ely , f o r  r e f l e c t i n g  upon o b je c ts  o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  k in d "
(C .O f J .  3 8 5 hv 
The r e a d e r  who h as n o t re a d  th e  I n t r o d u c t io n  t o  th e
C r i t i q u e  v e ry  c a r e f u l l y  may f i n d  he r e  many d i f f i c u l t i e s ^  I n  th e
f i r s t  p l a c e  h e  may f i n d  i t  im p o s s ib le  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  why K ant
b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  n e c e s s a ry  c o n n e c tio n  be tw een  th e
p r i n e i p l o  o f  r e f l e c t i o n  as a p p l ie d  t o  t h e  ' 0f  t h e
p a r t i c u l a r  law s o f  ira tu ro  and th e  p r i n c i p l e  h ic h  i s  em ployed 
f v ,  ^  a
# c r  r e f l e c t i n g  upon o b je c ts  o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  k in d  ( th o  -be1-eo" 
l o g ic  a l -nvrtn ^ ;p l7rT7
V lh a ^ is  a c c o rd in g  to  Kant th e  c o n n ex io n  betv;_een-the 
l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f -• © fle x io n  v h ic h -G h fu ire s  in to  th e  e m p i r ic a l
*,vs.
lavrs o f  n a tu r e  and t h e j r ^ e l a t i o n  and th e  t e l e o l o g i e a l  p r i n ­
c i p l e  v .'h lehJjs-C 'onc e m e d  w i t h 'p a r t i c u l a r  o b je c ts  o f n a tu r e  
i!h ireh ''ilf~ reg £ rd s a s  p u rp o se s  o f  n a t u r a l -
As wo h av e  fo llo w e d  K an t1 s  argum ent th ro u g h o u t th e  i n t r o -
bvi (n. »-«.••• Iv(-Sft-
d u c t io n  we s h a l l  f i n d  i t  easy  t o  a n sw e g -th ie —fru© a tio n «•. B u t—
lf« J
R an t h a s  t o l d  us t h a t  i n  a p p ly in g  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  l o g i c a l  
r e f l e x i o n  we th e  Id e a  o f  a  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  o f  n a tu r e ,
PO r th e  v e ry  r e a s o n  t h a t  our u n d e rs ta n d in g  c a n n o t e x p la in  t o  
u s - th e  e x is te n c e  o f  a sy s tem  o f p a r t i c u l a r  law s w hich how ever
&e f in d  i t  n e c e s s a ry  t o  •'-ssuine we p r e s e n t  t o  o u r s e lv e s  n a tu r e
W  J^ v
sb  an  i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g  •»&© has wfte^rinred- t h i s  sy s te m . ■¥vr o u r
own benef i t  J /}•■-■ r-i i n  o rd e r  t o  m ate I t  p o s s ib le  f o r  us
h»A  cv-e.
t o  a c q u i r e  know ledge o f -h e r  w hich o th e rw is e  would be im p o s s ib le .
*- Jfcature i s  c o n c e iv e d  by us a s  a  w hole ev ery  p a r t  o f  w hich i s  
d e l a t e d  t o  th e  o th o i^  & w hole p ro d u ce d  by a n  i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g ,  
The Id e a  o f su ch  a  n a tu r e  i s  a  co n cep t o f  K eason . i n  7 c,
, a KvuiV
'C o n ce iv in g  i t  we t r a n s c e n d  th e  w orld  o f m ere n a tu r e  and d e r iv e  
i t  fro m  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  s o u rc e .—^ B u t- th e  sy s te m  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  
OS*—em piri c a l  law s i t s e l f  sxlthough---r e ~^ar d od--'^ -&’'--d-cp-ondcn t i"-on ‘"ss. 
hupers^T®4rble~.«":«»c i s  th o u g h t t o  be  p r e s e n t  i n  th e  w o rld  o f 
®xp o r  1 ene e ,  iduzvT ti
As - -reg ftyd s t h e  t e l e o l o g i e a l  p r i n c i p l e  th -e- c-;o a  i s  v e ry  
s i m i l a r .  A gain  we d e r iv e  what i s  g iv e n  t o  us in  e x p e r ie n c e
fro m  a n  I d e a  o f  R eason  o n ly  th&fe nor/ we a r e  n o t  c o n ce rn e d  
w ith  th o  e m p i r ic a l  law s o f n a tu r e  h u t  w i th  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  
n a t u r a l  o b je c ts  w hich we f i n d  i n  e x p e r ie n c e .
'- ' I n  o th e r  w ords wo r e g a r d  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  o b je c t  g iv e n  to  
us a s  a sy s te m . p T h e re  i s  jnot* a n o th e r  p o in t  w hich r e q u i r e s  
d i s c u s s io n .  K ant t o l l s  us i n  t h e  p a ssa g e  w hich wo have  q u o ted  
t h a t  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i o n  b e in g  u n a b le  t o  g iv e  us o b je c ­
t i v e  know ledge m ust 5* •*-c a s  a  s a e r ^ s u b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  f o r
th e  employment o f  o u r c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  i n . a  p u rp o s iv e  m anner.,
l o  tU * w  i \H : / '-O w n . r©_7
C~ What does h e  mean by t h i s ?  TPe^reMaaSer t h a t  h e 'h a s  t o l d
us i n  th e  I n t r o d u c t io n  ^ th a t i n  o rd e r  to  b e  e n a b le d  t o  make a  
t e l e o l o g i e a l  judgm ent our’ f a c u l t y  o f  Judgm ent h a s  to  r e l a t e  two 
o th e r  f a c u l t i e s  o f  th e  n in d  to  one a n o th e r ,  v i z ^  th e  u n d e rs ta n d ­
in g  and  R eason .
We have  j u s t  e x p la in e d  why R eason and i t s  c o n c e p t o f  a  
p u rp o se  i s  in v o lv e d  i n  e v e ry  t e l e o l o g i e a l  ju d g m en t. W ith  th e  
q u e s t io n  a s  t o  why Kant b e l i e v e s  t h a t  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  i s  a ls o
C>JLr«-aA-y
in v o lv e d  i n  su c h  a  judgm ent v/e d e a l t  vrlIh  bef o r e when we d i s -  
c u s s e d  th e  I n t r o d u c t io n ,  fls, 're  have  s e e n  tfee-i** Kant b e l i e v e s  t h a t  
i n  o rd e r  t o  ju d g e  an  o b je c t  t e l e o l o g i e s l l y  we must f i r s t  r e p r e ­
s e n t  i t  t o  o u r s e lv e s  as an o b je c t  o f  o r d in a ry  e x p e r ie n c e ,  i . e .  
a s  d e te f a in ed  l i k o  G^ery o th e r  o b je c t  o f e x p e r ie n c e  by n e c h a n - '
i o a l  p r i n c i p l e s .  Only a f t e r  having- done go c a n  we a p p ly  o u r 
p r i n c i p l e  o f  t h l o o l o g i c a l  r r i n c i t e w hich makes u s 4 e s 4 re  th e  
o b j e c t d e t e r m i n e d  by m e c h a n ic a l law s fro m  a  h ig h e r  p r i n c i p l e d  
^ p r i n c i p l e  o f R eason^ . The r e l a t i o n  b e tw een  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and 
R eason  w hich l i e s  a t  th e  b a s i s  o f  o u r t e l e o l o g i e a l  judgm ents 
may be  c a l l e d  a " p u rp o s iv e "  r e l a t i o n .  The p u rp o se  w hich i t  
s e rv e s  i s  m ere ly  s u b j e c t iv e .  As w i l l  be  ehown^ i n  th e  "D ia ­
l e c t i c  o f  t e l e o l o g i e a l  Judgm ent^ i t  i s  o n ly  owing t o  th e  
s p e c i f i c  c h a r a c te r  o f human know ledge^to  th e  n a tu r e  o f th e
f a c u l t i e s  w h ich  a r e  em ployed "by th e  human m ind f o r  c o g n i t io n  
t h a t  v;e raust ju d g e  c e r t a i n  o b je c ts  t a l e o l o g i c a l l y .  B ut i t
&l~* : '
w i l l  a l s o  he  shown, th a t^ o u r  f a o u l t i o s  o f  fefow loaro b e in g  w hat 
th e y  a r e ,  vie c a n n o t d isp o n e e  w i th  th e  i d e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e .  
Owing to  th e  f  o t  t h a t  o u r im ders uand ing  does n o t g iv e  
us a  p r i n c i p l a  f o r  th e  e s t im a t io n  o f  cW avvu n a t u r a l  o b je c ts  
we h av e  to  employ th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f t e l e o l c g i e a l  r e f l e x i o n  "w hich 
s e rv e s  us a s  a  m ere s u b j e c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  f o r  th e  employm ent of 
o u r c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s  i n  a  p u rp o s iv e  roannojj^y
The n e c e s s i ty  c f  t h e  i d e o l o g i c a l  m ethod o f e n q u iry  ( i n  
i t s  c h a r a c t e r  a s  a  s u b j e c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e ^ i o n j  h a s  been  
e s t a b l i s h e d .
The d i f f i c u l t y  w hich f a c e s  us now i s  t h a t  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  
seem s t o  be  in c o m p a tib le  w i th  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  m e c h a n ic a l c a u s ­
a t i o n .  T h e re  a r i s e s  a  n a t u r a l  and  u n a v o id a b le  D ia le c t i c  b e -
,  v
tw een  th e  two m ethods. T h is  D ia le c t i c  i s  b a sed  upon th e  
Antinom y o f Judgm ent w hich  w i l l  be  s e t  f o r t h  i n  t h e  n e x t s e c t i o n
f io c t io n  70 ,
A lthough  i t  i s  e a sy  enough to  ffc llow  th e  g e n e r a l  t r e n d  o f  
t h e  argum ent o a t f o r t h - i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  i t  i s  u n f o r tu n a te ly  e x -  
e e e d in g ly  d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d er s t a n d - i n  d e t a i l  and  I -fo-r  on e am 
f u l l y  aw are  t h a t  I  h av e  n o t  b e e n  a b le  t o  e x p la in  i t  s a t i s f a c ­
t o r i l y ,  B a n t b e g in s  a s  f o l lo w s . 7
‘■■"In d e a l in g  w ith  n a tu r e  as t h e  com plex  o f  o b je c ts  o f 
e x t e r n a l  s e n s e ,  R eason  i s  a b le  t o  r e l y  upon law s ^om e o f  w hich 
a r e  p r e s c r ib e d  by  u n d e rs ta n d in g  i t s e l f  a  p r i o r i  t o  n a tu r e ,  w h ile  
o th e r s  a r e  c a p a b lo  o f  i n d e f i n i t e  e x te n s io n  by means o f  th e  
e m p ir ic a l  d e te rm in a t io n s  o c c u r r in g  in  e x p e r ie n c e .  F o r  th e  
a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  law s p r e s c r ib e d  a  p r i o r i  by u n d e rs ta n d in g ,  
t h a t  i s ,  o f  t h e  u n iv e r s a l  law s o f m a te r i a l  n a tu r e  i n  g e n e r a l ,  
ju d g m e n t does n o t need any s p e c i a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  e f l e c t i o n ;  f o r
t h e r e  i t  i s  d e te rm in a n t ,  a n  o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  b e in g  f  u r n i s h e d . 
t o  i t  by u n d e rs ta n d in g ;. But i n  r e s p e c t  o f t h e  a r t i c u l a r  lav/s 
w i th  w h ich  v;e c a n  "beeone a c q u a in te d  th ro u g h  e x p e r ie n c e  a lo n e ,  
t h e r e  i s  such  a  w ide  sc o p e  f o r  d i v e r s i t y  and  h e te r o g e n e i ty  t h a t  
■Judgment m ust be  a p r i n c i p l e  lo  i t s e l f ,  even  f o r  t h e  m ere p u r ­
p o se  o f  s e a r c h in g  f o r  a  law  and  t r a d i n g  one o u t i n  th e  pheno­
mena o f  n a t u r e ,  f o r  i t  n eeds su ch  a  p r i n c i p l e  a s  a  g u id in g  
th r e a d ,  i f  i t  i s  even  to  hope f o r  a  c o n s i s t e n t  body o f  e m p ir ic a l  
know ledge b a sed  on a  th o ro u g h -g o in g  u n ifo rm ity  o f  n a tu r e  -  t h a t  
i s  a u n i ty  o f  n a tu r e  i n  i t s  e m p ir ic a l  la w s .  I!on fro m  th e  f a c t  
o f  t h i s  c o n t in g e n t  u n i ty  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  law s i t  may come to  p a s s  
t h a t  judgm ent a c t s  upon t  o maxims i n  i t s  r e f l e c t i o n ,  one o f 
w hich  i t  r e c e iv e s  a p r i o r i  from  m ere u n d e rs ta n d in g ,  b u t  th e  
o th e r  o f w hich  i s  p rom pted  by p a r t i c u l a r  e x p e r ie n c e s  t h a t  b r in g  
R eason in to  p la y  be i n s t i t u t e  a n  e s t im a te  of c o r p o r e a l  n a tu r e  
and  i t s  law s a c c o rd in g  t o  a  p a r t i c u l a r  p r i n c i p l e ,  w hat happens 
th e n  i s  t h a t  th e s e  two d i f f e r e n t  maxims seem  to  a l l  a p p e a ra n c e  
u n a b le  t o  ru n  i n  th e  same h a r n e s s ,  and  a  d i a l e c t i c  a r i s e s  t h a t  
th row s judgm ent i n t o  c o n fu s io n  as t o  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  i t s  r e ­
f l e c t i o n . "  ( G . o f  J . .  386 , 3 8 7 ^
The f i r s t  d i f f i c u l t y  h e r s  c o n ce rn s  K an t’s  te rm in o lo g y . At 
th e  b e g in n in g  o f t h i s  p a ssa g e  th e  term  R eason i s  u se d  i n  i t s  
w id e s t  s e n s m e a n i n g  human R eason  i n  g e n e r a l  i n  so  f a r  as i t  i s  
c o n c e rn e d  w ith  e x te r n a l  o b je c ts  and  th e  e n q u iry  i n t o  t h e i r  
n a tu r e .  L a te r  t h e  te rm  R eason i s  u sed  i n  a n a rro w e r  s e n s e ,  
u'hen K ant sa y s  t h a t  i n  th e  e s t im a te  o f p a r t i c u l a r  e x p e r ie n c e s
R eason  i s  b ro u g h t i n to  p la y ,  h e  i s  o b v io u s ly  th in k in g  o f  th e
cX «o ^ 3
p r i n c i p l e  o f r e f l e x i o n  and re-neats ' w hat has b een  s t a t e d  by him
X  *
o g te& b e f o r e  t h a t  the r r i n c i p l e  of r e f l e \ d o n ,  th e  p r i n c i p l e  by 
J tU
means o f  w hich  th e  human mind seek s t o  b r in g  ab o u t e m p ir ic a lA
u n i ty  o f  n a tu r e  m ust b ? ' i t s e l f  make u se  o f  c o n c e p ts  o f  R eason ,
&
The c o n c e p t o f  a  p u rp o a iv o n e ss  o f n:.;-oure r e g a rd in g  -hear p o r t i c u -
Ka -i’/
l a r  lav /5 i s  & c o n c e p t o“* .'.opson w hich c u r  r e f le c t io n  upon n a tu r e
«' i • ctA0J
v« must assum e and  by means o f  w hich  wo r d f  er^  n a t u r a l  o b je c ts  t-w-M d /u  
g iv e n  uG u s s-ao—u b o po rs e n o ihde-'prtncjri^re'y-' . .h is  ^ r a i s e s  
a n o th e r  d i f f i c u l t y . "
cl..;/e s h o u ld  e x p e c t h a n t  t o  draw  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw ee n  th e  
o b j e c t i v d p r i n c i p l e s  o f  n a tu r e  on th e  one hand  i ^ e ,  p h o se  p r i n -i j  j
c i p l e s  w h ich  th e  determ iai& nt Judgm ent h a s  m ere ly  to  a p p ly  t o
eu --li
g iv e n  i n t u i t i o n s  w ith o u t  m&Ici2ig u se  o f  a  s p e c i a l  p r in c ip le ^  th e  
s u b j e c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm ent on th e  o th e r  i . e .j  ‘J
t h a t  p r i n c i p l e  w hich  i s  c o n c e rn e d  w ith  th e  e m p ir ic a l  u n i ty  
o f  n a tu r e  t ( u n ity .
We sh o u ld  no t even b e  s u r p r i s e d  a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  ICant
i d e n t i f i e s  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  o u r r e f l e c t i o n  upon the. p a r t i c u l a r
................. "  ' '  ■ -  • t i f U
law s w i th  t h e  t e l e o lo g ic & l  p r in c ip le ^  *i^~what~4k©~<i 
ctit-UAj t/t-tfv*
-b e tw e en  th e  t e l e c l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  and  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  o u r 
n  -fU /n e t
r e f l e x i o n  upon t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  law s o f n a tu r e  and - th a t  th ^ y
have  b o th  t h e i r  r o o t  i n  t h e  same f a c u l ty  o f  th e  rd n d  v i z .^ r e -
mayh 2^ h tJ ^ - - « r p - 9 Cir -■as to -  u n d e rs ta n d '-h im .
The d i f f i c u l t y  w hich f a c e s  us i s  o f  a  d i f f e r e n t  k in d .  I n  
h i s  e x p o s i t io n  o f  th e  Antinomy X ant sp e ak s  o f  th e  m ec h an ica l 
and  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s  a s  i f  th e y  w ere  e q u iv a le n t  t o  one
a n o th e r .  I n s te a d  o f  d ra w in g  a d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  o b je c t iv e
Miv-U* h-'r*
m e c h a n ic a l p r i n c i p l e s  < b csed  upon th e  c o n ce p t o f  n a tu r a l  
c a u s a l i t y  and  th u s  d e r iv e d  fro m  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g X  and t h e  su b -
i  v ' -  l L
j e o t i v e  t e l e o l o  i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  i&  p ro d u c t o f r e f l e c t i v e  Ju d g ­
m ent J he  t r e a t s  b o th  m ec h an ica l and  t e l e o l o ^ i o a l  p r i n c i p l e s  a s  
p r i n c i p l e s  o f  r e f l e c t i o n .  He c a l l s  them  b o th  maxim s, r e g u la ­
t i v e  and  n o t  c o n s t i t u t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s .  He a rg u e s  t h a t  s c  lo n g  
a s  th e  two maxims o f  o u r e n q u iry  i n to  n a tu r e  a r c  r e g a rd e d  as 
what th e y  a r e ,  nam ely , p r i n c i p l e s  of r e f l e c t i o n ,  th e y  do 
n o t  c o n t r a d ic t  each  o t h e r .  V/e a r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  employ them  
b o th  a t  t h e  sa n e  t im e .  I t  does n o t in v o lv e  a  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  
when v/e sa y  t h a t  we must e s t im a te  a l l  p ro d u c t io n  o f  m a te r i a l
. ■>£> ' .
t h in g s  - nd t h e i r  fo rm s u s p o s s ib l e  •eat—vhs- m ors aechsH aical 
law s a n d  a t  t h e  sam e t i n s  t h a t  ooiae p ro d u c ts  o f  m a t e r i a l  n a tu r e  
c an n o t ho e s t im a te d  a s  p o s s ib l e  on m ore^iaeciiaaiioal la v /s ,  t h a t
f o r  th e  e s t im a t io n  o f xliern v;g m ust assum e a v .ite  o d i f f e r e n t
U-«
Icincl o f  c a u s a l i t y  -f c a u s a l i t y  o f  f i n a l  c a u s a e f .  I t  i s  o n ly  
when th e s e  r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s  a r e  c o n v e r te d  i n t o  c o n s t i t u ­
t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s ^ i , e ^  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  th e  o b je c ts  
th e rn s e lv e s ^ th a t  t l ie  an tinom y  boi.woen them  a r i s e s ,  i h o  t h e s i s
o f  su c h  an  an tinom y  would b e ; A ll  p ro d u c t io n  o f  m a t e r i a l  th in g s  
Jv- M((r tit,'.""’ ts.<.Lr!-~ w  0. ---------------------
i s  p o s s ib l e ^ oa  u e*»e m e c h a n ic a l lavvs^ and  th e  yg-erros i  I'lo n  T/HT3h  
u a n f r a d ict, a 1 i; ( n t  i t ,h e s ig 4 ~ aay  -be- •£■ o rm ula  v e tt~ th u s : 3 omo p r  o -
i h  W r i  »-rs/A* '• '-B-C '•> /> ' « v a . '. f jy
d u c t io n s  o f su c h  th in g s  i s  n o t p os s  i b l e ^ o a -» ea*e- m e c h a n ic a l la w s .
Ifen t goes on to  a rg u e  th a t  aa o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e s  f o r  th e
d e te rm in a n t  Judgm ent t h e  two p r o p o s i t io n s  w ould c o n t r a d i c t  one
a n o th e r .  One o f  them  v; o u ld  b e  nee  e s s  a r£ ly ;  f a l s e .  "B ut t h a t
w ould th e n  b e  an  an tinom y c e r t a i n l y ,  th o u g h  n o t  one o f  Ju d g m en t,
b u t  r a t h e r  a  c o n f l i c t  i n  t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  o f  R eason , But R eason
i s  u n a b le  t o  p ro v e  e i t h e r  one o r  t h e  o th e r  o f t h e s e  p r i n c i p l e s :
s e e in g  t h a t  we c a n  have no a  p r i o r i  d e te rm in in g  p r i n c i p l e  o f
th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  th in g s  on m ere e m p ir ic a l  law s o f  n a tu r e ."
( C .o f  J . .  3 8 7 ^
Why does K ant sa y  h e re  t h a t  t h e  an tinom y i s  n o t  one o f 
d
Judgm ent b u t  a  c o n f l i c t  i n  t l ie  l e g i s l a t i o n  o f  R eason? V/e r e -  
e *
a a a b « r  t h a t  h e  h as t o ld  us i n  th e  " D ia le c t i c  o f  a e s t h e t i c  Ju d g ­
m ent" t h a t  i t  i s  o u r R eason  w hich  g iv e s  r i s e  to  a l l  th e  
■ ■ '  tan ou.
avO*lvf*v*iM i n  w h a tev e r fo rm  th e y  a p p e a r . v/e remember a l s o
A
why h e  b e l ie v e s  t h i s  t o  b e  th e  c a s e .  A cco rd ing  to  h i s  p h ilo s o p h y  
R eason  i s  t h e  o n ly  f a c u l t y  o f  th e  mind w hich c o n c e iv e s  th e  Id e a  
o f  th e  u n c o n d it io n e d  o r  a b s o l u te .  t h e  -di f f  a n tin o m ie s
i
8
itj
a r i s e  b e c a u se  R eason  i n  a p p ly in g  '.th e  p r i n c i p l e  p a s s e s  judgm ent 
upon e a c h  o f  t h e  two p r o p o s i t io n s  v;hieh c o n s t i t u t e  th e  antinom y 
and a s c r ib e s  t o  thorn a b s o lu te  o r  u n c o iid itio n e d  v a l i d i t y .  I n  
th o  c a s e  w ith  w hich we a r e  a t  p ro s  a n t  co n ce rn e d  t h i s ,  w ould mean
tv  *t\-4 (-.-o lr< .v J
t h a t  -h a th  t  h6 a s  s o r t  io n  a i d e  by t h e  t h e s i s  t h - t  a l l  t h in g s  a r e
i i  f t u v < y  «■ v*£ p . .
d e te r ia in o d  by raeeh n i e a l  c au se s  5s  a b s o lu te ly  t r u e /  i . e .  p~fM»fre
fa *  lftp.4 » v  f e  / • «  ' W 4 (  m -
^ ^ e t ^ - t h e ^ ^ h r e s ' ' ;  ah o - l ft^-o#- rrph^wl-^-b a-vr—H ty - 1n tnTrnn
t o b e - e -la-w—e ^ -th e - 'th in g rs  threm selves-. I n  c o n s id e r in g  th e
, ft-K It-* Pit*-. 1-t‘vd .
a - c t r ib u t in g  t o  i t  a b s o l u t e  v a l i d i t y  R eason
w ould  a s s e r t  t h a t  some p ro d u c ts  o f  n a t u r e  a r e  n o t  d e te rm in e d  by
m e c h a n ic a l p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  t h e  c a u s a l i t y  by w hich  some t h in g s
I'cn.vK^JUf
i n  n a tu r e  a r e  p ro d u ce d  i s  q u i te  a d i f f e r e n t  c a u s a l i t y  f 6 a u s a l -  
i t y  a c c o rd in g  to  pu rposesfe . l a  t h a t  o t»e »  th e  t e l e o l o g i e a l  
p r i n c i p l e  i s  a l s o  t a k e r  t o  bo a  p r i n c i p l e  app ly ing ; t o  t h e  
th in g s  th e m se lv e s  j  m7 ^ c^-X^i.Zy fo
lM5^ V '
V/hat i s  d i f f i c u l t  h e re  i s  t h a t  th e  t e r n  "Reason” is^  u sed
by K ant i n  a  t h i r d  s e n s e .  As v/e have  s e e n  a t  th o  b e g in n in g
U i-U tA^c/
o f  t h e  s e c t i o n  ICant em ploys 4** a v o ry  vague  s e n s e .  ±&&n he
sp e a k s  o f  R e -so n  a s  an  e lem en t i n  our - • •e f le c tlv e  ju d g m en ts .
And nov/ h e  i s  co n ce rn e d  w ith  R eason as th o  f a c u l t y  w hich  p a sse s
judgm ent upon th e  p r o p o s i t io n  w hich c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  an tinom y
and  a s c r ib e s  t o  o&ch o f them  a b s o lu te  v a l i d i t y  so  t h a t  th e y  a r e
c o n s id e re d  to  be in c o m p a tib le  w ith  e a c h  o t h e r .  T h a t two
- e n t i r e ly  d i f f e r e n t  p r i n c i p l e s  c an n o t a p p ly  t o  4fee th in g s  i n
th e m se lv e s  i s  c l e a r  and  t h e r e f o r e  R eason  w hich ta k e s  them  to
-h*. vt
a p p ly  t o  tk e c r  m ust f i n d  th e  two p r i n c i p l e s  in c o m p a t ib le .  Seek.
in g  t o  d e te rm in e  th e  r e a l  c a u se s  o f  n a tu r a l  phenomena^ i t  i s  
u n d e c id ed  a s  t o  w hich o f  t h e  two p r i n c i p l e s  to  assum e w av erin g  
b e tw een  two a l t e r n a t i v e s  a t  one t im e  r e c o g n is in g  m ec h an ica l 
c a u s a t io n  a s  th e  o n ly  r e a l  e x p la n a t io n  o f  th in g s ^ a n d  a t  a n o th e r  
(when c o n fro n te d  w ith  c e r t a i n  phenomena) a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  th e  
t e l e o l o g i e a l  c a u s a t io n  a lo n e  g iv e s  a  t r u e  a cc o u n t o f  th e  law s 
w h ich  g o v e rn  th e  p ro d u c t io n  o f th e s e  th in g s .
He**-, A 3 v/e h av e  se en , IZcnt*s  s o lu t io n  o f  th e  an tinom y i s  
t h a t  feffechunieal and  t e le o lo g ie a l  p r in c ip le s  a r e  b o th  m ere ly
r e g u l a t i v e  principles r-ttet They are both nere -o b je c tiv e
d t  a  • <-'•
p r i n c i p l e s  o f  r e f l e x i o n ,  that" i n  applying them  we do n o t
f.\f» (v.»
a s s e r t  a n y t h i n g  a b o u t t h e  t h i n g s  ^ thorns e l v e s  . The v iew  w hich 
i s  p u t fo rw a rd  by him  i n  o u r  s e c t i o n  i s  t h a t  t h e  human mind 
may employ b o th  p r i n c i p l e s ,  e a c h  i n  i t s  p ro p e r  p la c e .  .S oe- 
t h e fe a rf^ triagr rggsrigTo.
"On t h e  o th e r  h an d , lo o k in g  to  t h e  maxims o f  a  r e f l e » -  
t i v e  Judgm ent a s  f i r s t  s e t  o u t ,  v/e s e e  t h a t  th e y  do n o t  i n  
f a c t  c o n ta in  any  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  a t  a l l .  F o r  i f  I  s a y : I  m ust 
e s t im a te  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a l l  e v e n ts  i n  m a te r i a l  n a tu r e ,  
a n d , c o n s e q u e n t ly ,  a l s o  a l l  form s c o n s id e re d  a s  i t s  p ro d u c t ,  
on  m ere m e c h a n ic a l la v /s , I  do n o t  th e re b y  a s s o r t  t h a t  th e y  
a r e  s o l e ly  p o s s ib l e  i n  t h i s  way, t h a t  i s ,  t o  t h e  e x c lu s io n  
o f  ev e ry  o th e r  k in d  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  Cn th o  c o n t r a r y ,  t h i s  
a s s e r t i o n  i s  o n ly  in te n d e d  ti> i n d i c a t e  t h a t  I  ough t a t  a l l  
t im e  to  r e f l e c t  upon th e s e  th in g s  a c c o rd in g  o t h e  p r i n c i p l e  
o f  th e  s im p le  m echanism  o f  n a tu r e ,  and , c o a se  u e n t ly ,  push 
my i n v e s t i g a t i o n  w ith  i t  as f a r  a s  I  c a n , b e c a u se  u n le s s  I  
make i t  th e  b a s i s  o f r e s e a r c h  th e r e  c a n  bo no know ledge o f  
n atu re  i n  t h e  t r u e  c e n se  o f th e  te rm  a t  a l l .  how t h i s  does 
n o t  s t a n d  i n  th o  way o f th e  second  maxim when a  r ;ro p e r o c c a s ­
io n  f o r  i t s  employment p r e s e n t s  i t s e l f  -  t h a t  i s  t o  s a y ,  i n  
t h e  c a se  o f  some n a t u r a l  fo rm s (and  a t  t h e i r  i n s t a n c e ,  i n  
t h e  c a se  o f  e n t i r e  n a tu r e )  vie may, i n  o u r r e f l e c t i o n  upon 
them , f o l l o w  th e  t r a i l  o f  a p r i n c i p l e  w hich i s  r  a d i c a l l y  
d i f f e r e n t  from  th e  e x p la n a t io n  by t h e  mechanism  o f  n a tu re ,  
namely, th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  f i n a l  c a u s e s ."  (G. o f  J . .  3 87 , 38
T h is  p a s s a g e  r a i s e s  th e  m ost s e r io u s  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  F o r
IC ^Jr
a s  m en tioned  b e f o r e ,  we m ust a sh  o u r s e lv e s : How c a n - th a t
t r o a t  th e  m e c h a n ic a l and  t e l e o l o g i e s !  p r i ,  c : p lo s  as -dgu&ve -
J'A vU v W *
l . a x t ' .  Bow oun-he p ttt-^o rw ard - -Uie-~viGv/-- bh-^-pa^iaolpl© 
of  m oehari e a l  c a u s a t io n - i e  a- p r i n c i p l e -  o f  m ere fa fleac io n .?
Such an  a s s e r t i o n  i s  o b v io u s ly  c o n t r a r y  t o  th o  fu n d a m e n ta l 
p r i n c i p l e s  o f  h i s  p h i lo s o p h y . A cco rd in g  to  him  th o  m echan-
r-j: M ••* ti.
i c a l  p r in c ip le ^  f e l l ows  -iaaed l> :t e l y  from  th e  u n i v e r s a l  law  
o f  c a u s a l i t y .  T h is  law  i s  a  p ro d u c t  o f  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g .
I t  i s  a n  o b j e c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e .  By means o f  i t  we know p r i o r  
t o  a l l  a c t u a l  e x p e r ie n c e  t h a t  ev e ry  e v e n t i n  n a tu r e  m ust "be
; i>-t c.-ot
d e te rm in e d  "by n a t u r e !  c a u s e s . T h is  h a s  "been made q u i te  c l e a r  
"by K ant i n  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  p u re  R eason  and i t  w i l l  b e  s u f f i c -
k  i a
i e n t  t o  r e f e r  to-Stent-*s d i s c u s s io n  o f  t h e  second  A nalogy w hich 
i s  fo rm u la te d  fcy-Mtn as f o l lo w s .  ’'P r i n c i p l e  o f  u e c e s s io n  
in  Time i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w ith  t h e  law  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  A l l  a l t e r ­
a t i o n s  ta k e  p la c e  i n  c o n fo rm ity  w ith  th e  law  o f  th e  c o n n e c tio n  
o f  c au so  and e f f e c t , "  (G . 1  . i t .  B 2 5 E -9 9 ^
Hov; i t  m ight bo th o u g h t t h a t  i n  th e  C r i t i q ue  o f  Judgm ent 
K ant had  c h a rg e d  h i s  d o c t r in e  ^ th a t  ho now b e l ie v e d  t h a t  t h e  
m e c h a n ic a l and  t e l e o lo g ie s . !  p r i n c i p l e s  w ere  i d e n t i c a l  i n
cJ. (K AiK'W
c h a r a c t e r ,  t h e t --th  y  or e -b o th  su b j-e e trrd -  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  r e ­
f l e c t i v e  Judgm en t.
Such a n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  ICant*s d o c t r in e  i s  how ever 
q u i te  im p o s s ib le .  ’Ve have  so o n  a l r e a d y  and i t  w i l l  become
c l  a r e r  and c l e a r e r  a s  we go on t h a t  i n  t h e  C r i t i q u e  of
J u d g @ § fl£ jg tr ic tly /a d h e re s  j t o  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  be tw een  t h e  
^ i oet -i v e p r i n c i p l e s  o f th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  ( t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f
meohanioal c a u s a t io n  i n  p a r t i c u l a r )  and th e  o d b jeo t t vn. p i l n -
d
c i p l o  o f  t o l e o l o  i c r l  r e f l e x i o n .  I n  f a c t  th o  C r i t i q u e  o f  
J udgment  i n  g e n e r a l  and  th o  r D ia le c t i c  o f  t e l e o l o g i c a l
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Judgm ent i n  p a r t i c u l a r  r  oroain u ir.o  u n 'n t e l l i g i b l o  i f  t h i s  
d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  n o t  t a k e n  in to  a ce o u n . V
But hov: a r e  v;e t o  s o lv e  our- p r e s e n t  d i f f i c u l t y ?  I  i v i l l  
t r y  t o  p u t  fo rw a rd  w hat seexns t o  no a t  l e a s t  a<-«atiaa*a£- s o l ­
u t i o n .  Our q u e s t io n  i s ;  i n  w hat s e n s e  c a n  m e c h a n ic a l
c a u s a l i t y  and  t a l o o l o g i c a i  c a u s a l i t y  b e  c a l l e d
;•  • ■ . / ,  K t J u i  i t
p r in c ip le d ?  ' I  t h in k  th o  answ er i s : I n  so  f a r  a s  t h ey -f f i t h
-d o -n e t g ives us any i n s i g h t  i n to  t h e  n a tu r e  o f  th o  th in g s  a s  
th e y  a r e  i n  th e m s e lv e s . I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  we can  have  no 
e x p e r ie n c e  o f  n a t u r a l  o b je c ts  a t  a l l  u n le s s  v;o a p p ly  th e  
p r i n c i p l e  o f  m e c h a n ic a l c a u s a l i t y  t o  e v e r y  o b je c t  o f  ex ­
p e r i e n c e .  T h is  p r i n c i p l e  may th u s  bo s a i d  t o  b e  a n  a  p r i o r i  
cvw
and  ofejee-iB-ve p r i n c i p lo  - w in d . And y e t ,  t h e  o b je c ts  of
o u r e x p e r ie n c e  ‘- r e  n o t th in g s  i n  th e m s e lv e s , th e y  a r e  m ere 
a p p e a ra n c e s  and  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  w hich  we employ f o r  o u r know­
le d g e  o f  th e n  do n o t  _ iv e  us any i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e i r  r e a l
(d'f i-t.f, i* e f
n a t u r e .  She- r e a l  cause- o f  -the- w o rld - o f  ax>pearances i s  to  
be  so u g h t f o r  i n  t h e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  o f  w hich th e  human mind 
c a n  h av e  no joiowlodge w h a tso e v e r .
®- M i{d J i  v't
I f  t h e r e f o r e  by a n  -obj-ae-ti-v© p r i n c i p l e  we u n d e rs ta n d  a
* ^  f i t  ■It".
p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  g i f  a s  us^ know ledge o f th e  th in g s  th e m se lv e s  
( in d e p e n d e n tly  o f  th o  knowing mind and i f  by a  c o n s t i t u t i v e
p r i n c i p l e  vie u n d e rs ta n d  a  p r i n c i p le  t h a t  d e te rm in e s  t h e
docj
th in g s  a s  th e y  r e a ^ y  a r e  and n o t m ere ly  g iv e ^  us r u l e s  f o r  
th e  .Jyetecie o f  o u r sen su o u s i n tu i t i o n s ^ t h e n  a l l  t h e  p r i n ­
c i p l e s  o f  t h e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  may b e  c a l l e d ^ f r j e a t l v a  n n j  
^ r e g u la t iv e  p r i n c i p l e s  . And i n  f a c t  th e  r e a s o n  why we can
*
( 0  i*u. If. qu a. f U.'ti- <r
a
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I t  may be o b je c te d  to  my in t e r p r e t a t io n  th a t  I am r a i s in g  an 
u n n ecessary  d i f f i c u l t y  s in c e  Kant in  the C r it iq u e  o f  Pure ftcason  
c a l l s  the A n a lo g ie s  r e g u la t iv e  p r i n c i p l e s .  There he e x p la in s  th a t  
the  Axioms and A n t ic ip a t io n s  are c o n s t i t u t i v e  p r in c ip le s  because  
we can c o n s tr u c t  o b j e c t s  in  accordance w ith  them, wheneaa in  
the p r in c ip l e  o f  c a u s a l i t y  we have m erely  a r u le  fo r  seek in g  
the cause o f  an o b j e c t  in  ex p er ien ce  and a mark fo r  f in d in g  i t ,  
and the p r in c ip le  must th e r e fo r e  be c a l l e d  a r e g u la t iv e  p r in c ip le *  
The same a p p l ie s  g e n e r a l ly  to  the A n a lag o ies  and P o s tu la te s  
which Kant c a l l s  r e g u la t iv e  p r i n c i p l e s .  I t  i s ,  however, on ly  
Kant’ s term in o log y  which may here g iv e  r i s e  to  c o n fu s io n .  When 
Kant d i s t i n g u i s h e s  on the one hand between c a te g o r ie s  and
II
p r i n c i p l e s ,  (G ru n sa tze ) ,  as c o n s t i t u t i v e  P r in c ip le s  and on the  
oth er  Id eas  as r e g u la t iv e  P r i n c ip l e s ,  (a  d i s t i n c t i o n  w ith  which  
ev ery  reader o f  the  C r it iq u e  i s  f a m i l i a r ) ,  the meaning o f  the  
teams i s  q u ite  d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  which a t ta c h e s  to  them in  
the A n a ly t ic  o f  'P r in c ip le s .  But what t h i s  s p e c i a l  meaning i s  Kant 
makes q u ite  c l e a r .  He d i s t in g u i s h e s  between m athem atical p r in c ip le s  
(Grundsatze) and dynamical p r i n c i p l e s .  The d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  
th a t  the  former are r e fe r r e d  to  mere i n t u i t i o n ,  the l a t t e r  
to  the  e x is t e n c e  o f appearances?; and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n ,  and Kant’ s 
p o in t  i s  th a t  s in c e  the dynamical p r i n c ip l e s  cannot sim ply be 
c o n s tr u c te d  in  i n t u i t i o n ,  b e in g  concerned w ith  the e x is t e n c e  
o f  g iv en  appearances, they  are mere r u le s  ( r e g u la t iv e  p r i n c ip l e s ) .  
■An analogy o f  exp er ien ce  i s ,  th e r e fo r e ,  o n ly  a r u le  accord ing  
to  which a u n i t y  o f exp er ien ce  may a r i s e  fnom p e r c e p t io n .  I t  
does not t e l l  us how mere p e r ce p t io n  or e m p ir ica l  i n t u i t i o n  in  
g e n e r a l  i t s e l f  comes about. I t  i s  not a  p r in c ip le  c o n s t i t u t i v e  
e f  the o b j e c t s ,  th a t  i s ,  o f  the appearances, but only  
r e g u l a t i v e . The same can be asserted?.; o f  the p o s t u la t e s  o f  
e m p ir ic a l  thought in  g e n e r a l ,  which concern the s y n th e s is  o f  
mere i n t u i t i o n  ( t h a t  i s  o f  the form o f  appearance*), aunt o f  
p e r c e p t io n  ( th a t  i s ,  o f  the m atter o f  p e r c e p t io n ) ,  and o f  
ex p er ien ce  ( t h a t  i s , o f  the r e l a t io n  o f  th ese  p e r c e p t io n s ) .
Note P .4 72 , l i n e  4 ,  c o n t : .
■They are m erely  r e g u la t iv e  p r in c ip le s ,a n d  are d i s t in g u is h e d  
from the m a th em a tica l ,  which are c o n s t i t u t i v e / . . . . , . "  (C o f  
P .R . B 2 2 2 /3 ) .
A ll  t h i s  i s  c le a r  enough. Axioms and A n t ic ip a t io n s  
are s a id  to be c o n s t i t u t i v e  b e ca u se  th e y  are c o n d it io n s  o f  
our having  p e r c e p t io n s  a t  a l l .  A n a lo g ie s  and P o s t u la t e s  are 
r e g u la t iv e  because they m erely  prov ide  u s  w ith  r u l e s  as to  
how to connect p e r c e p t io n s .
I  should  not be in  the l e a s t  d i s t r e s s e d  i f  in  our s e c t io n
Kant had used th e  term " r e g u la t iv e  “ in  the  same sen se  and
had c a l l e d  m echan ica l p r i n c ip l e s  r e g u la t iv e  p r i n c i p l e s .  This
would be q u ite  j u s t i f i a b l e ,  as m echan ica l p r in c ip le s
are d e r iv e d  from th e  law of c a u s a l i t y ,  w hich, b e in g  an
analogy  o f  e x p e r ien ce  (Second Analogy: B232 f f ) ,  may r i g h t l y
be c a l l e d  a r e g u la t iv e  p r i n c i p l e .
speaks
In f a c t ,  how ever, he KgKxkx here  o f  the m echanical  
p r i n c ip l e s  as i f  they  were in  no way d i f f e r e n t  from the 
t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e .  Both p r in c ip le s  are sa id  to  be 
maxims o f  r e f l e c t i v e  judgment, not o b j e c t iv e  p r in c ip le s  o f  
determ inant judgm ent, and thus the fundamental d i s t i n c t i o n  
between them i s  o b l i t e r a t e d .  This d i s t i n c t i o n ,o n  which 
the argument o f  the  C r it iq u e  o f  T e le o lo g ic a l  Judgment r e s t s ,  
i s  th a t  m echanica l p r i n c ip l e s  are o b je c t iv e  p r in c ip le s  o f  the 
u n d ersta n d in g , th a t  i s  c o n d it io n s  o f  exp er ien ce  in  gen era l  
or c o n s t i t u t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s ,  whereas t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r in c ip le s  
are  s u b j e c t iv e  4r i*« ip le -» ' o f  Judgment a p p lie d  o n ly  fo r  the  
estim ation o f  c e r ta in  n a tu ra l  o b j e c t s ,  or r e g u la t iv e  
p r i n c i p l e s .
make uso  o f  t h e  t o l  so l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  i s  t h a t  t h e  m e c h a n ic a l 
p r i n c i p l e  does n o t g iv e  u s  any  in fo rm a t io n  u s t o  w hat o a r  
o b je c ts  r e a l l y  a r e  and by w hat e a u so s  th ey  a r e  u l t im a te ly  
d e te rm in e d .
I  o f f e r  t h i s  e x p la n a t io n  f o r  w hat i t  i s  n o rth , and
w i l l i n g l y  ad m it t h a t  many p o in ts  o f  K ant*s argum en t rem a in
to  me o b s c u re .  I  f i n d  i t  e s p e c i a l l y  d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e rs ta n d
JS & - K ant sp e ak s  h e re  o f  m ec h an ica l p r i n c i p l e s  a s  i f  th e y
b e lo n g e d  to  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm ent an d  n o t  t o
th e  u n d e r s ta n d in g •
K ant g iv e s  us i n  o u r s e c t i o n  a t  l e a s t  once a n  i n d i c a t i o n
o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  he  does no t r e g a r d  m ech an ica l and t e l e o l o g i c a l
e x p la n a t io n s  o f  phenomena a s  b e in g  o f  e q u a l v a lu e .  lie t e l l s
us i n  t h e  p a ssa g e  above  quo ted  t h a t  u n le s s  th e  m ec h an ica l
p r i n c i p l e  i s  ta k e n  a s  a  b a s i s  o f  o u r r e s e a r c h  t h e r e  can  be
no know ledge o f  n a tu r e  i n  th e  t r u e  s e n s e  a t  a l l .  T h a t t h i s
i s  h i s  f i r m  c o n v ic t io n  h e  w i l l  make c l e a r e r  and  c l e a r e r
th ro u g h o u t th o  D i a l e c t i c .
T h is  p o in t  i s  l a t e r  em phasised  by Kant so  much t h a t  many
fW"
o f  h i s  s ta te m e n ts  g iv e  th e  r e a d e r  t h e  im p re s s io n  -ae—i f  h e  
£
b e liev e 's , t h a t  th e  r e a l  e x p la n a t io n  o f  th in g s  w ere  to  b e  fo u n d
i n  m e c h a n ic a l c a u s a t io n ,  t h a t  th o  m ec h an ica l p r i n c i p l e s  w ere
t-iJU
p r i n c i p l e s  a p p l ic a b le  n o t^ to  phenomena b t  a l s o  t o  th in g s  i n  
th e ra s e lv e s . Our i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  S e c t io n  7 0 ^ d e fe c t iv e  as 
i t  i s  w i l l  h ave  s e rv e d  one u s e f u l  p u rp o se  if i t  h a s  guarded 
us a g a in s t  such  a  m isc o n c e p tio n  o f  K ant»s d o c t r i n e .
At t h e  end o f  u r  s e c t i o n  Kant s t a t e s  t h a t  by assum ing  
th e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  we do n o t  a s s o r t  t h a t  th o s e  fo rm s
Ik TUC-r
w hich we Judge t a l e o l o g i c a l l y  oaw n o t  p o ss ib le ^ -e n  th e  mechanism
o f  n a tu r e .  what i s  a s s e r t e d  i s  m ere ly  t h a t  no human
' ’ "■ ■ t {■ " ' ' : ; .. ' t  r ‘ ■ *V,. /
R eason  c a n  ov er u n d e rs ta n d  th e  s p e c i f i c  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e
A
th in g s  w h ich  a r e  ju d g ed  to  bo  p u rp o se s  o f  n a tu r e  on m e c h a n ic a l 
p r i n c i p l e s ,  w hether t h e  p h y s ic o -n e c h a n ic r .l  and  t h e  t e l e o ­
l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  do n o t  c o h e re  i n  a  s i n g l e  p r i n c i p l e  r e ­
m ains a n  open .q u e s tio n  w hich c a n n o t be  d e c id e d . A l l  we can
rh?,; -.a
sa y  i s  t h a t  t h e  human m ind c an n o t u n i t e - t h i s  and  t h a t  -It- 
t h e r e f o r e  , to  be e n a b le d  t o  e s t im a te  c e r t a i n  o b je c ts  i n  
n a tu re ^ m u s t c o n c e iv e  a  p r i n c i p l e  d i f f e r e n t  from  t h a t  o f  i t s  
mechanism.
At t h e  p r e s e n t  s t a g e  we can n o t' u n d e rs ta n d  t h i s  a rgum en t.
A
- y e t r  But v/e a l r e a d y  s e e  t h a t  *&nt b e l ie v e s  t h a t  i t  i s  th o  
n a tu r e  o f  human know ledge w hich makes i t  im p o s s ib le  f o r  us 
t o  u n i t e  t h e  m ech an ica l and  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s  an d  t h a t
c\ bfvW-itJ’i+4. li. W !'{
a s  a c c or d i n -  t h  t h i s  we m ust employ t h e  l a t t e r  a s  a  p r i n c i p l e  
o f  r e f l e c t i o n .  The p rob lem  a s  t o  why human Jm ow ledge can n o t 
u n i t e  th e  tv/o p r i n c i p l e s  an d  w hat t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  th e  two
p r i n c i p l e s  isi£  i s  t h e  fu n d am e n ta l p rob lem  o f  th o  " D ia le c t ic
t e le o lo g ic a l  Judgm en t" , and v/e may hope t h a t  i n  fo llow ing
K a n t1s  argum ent s t e p  by s t e p  we s h a l l  su c c e e d  i n  coming t o
kCts
a b e t t e r  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  .Kant-1 s p ro b lem .
s e c t i o n  71.
The h e a d in g  g iv e n  "by K ant t o  t h i s  s e c t i o n  i s :  " I n t r o ­
d u c t io n  to  th o  s o l u t i o n  o f  th o  above a n tin o m y " . We m ust 
t h e r e f o r e  n o t  e x p e c t to  f i n d  i n  i t  P a n t ’ s f i n a l  s o l u t i o n  of 
t h e  an tinom y  o f  Judgm ent. I n  f a c t  owing to  th o  in t? ’O ductory  
c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  S e c t io n  many o f  K a n t’ s s ta te m e n ts  rem a in  
o b sc u re  and  am biguous. At t h e  b e g in n in g  K ant a s s e r t s  t h a t  
i t  i s  q u i t e  iu r  o s o ib lo  to  p ro v e  t h a t  th e  p ro d u c t io n  o f  o rg a n -  
i s e d  5a*etttrarl p ro lu c 'ts  a c c o rd in g  to  m ere m echanism  i s  p o s s ib l e .
A
The r e a s o n  why t h i s  i s  so  i s  t h a t  "wo c a n n o t so c  i n t o  t h e  
f i r s t  and  in n e r  g round  o f  t h e  i n f i n i t e  m u l t i p l i c i t y  o f  th e  
p a r t i c u l a r  lav:s o f  n a tu r e ,  w h ich , b e in g  o n ly  known e m p i r ic a l ly  
a r e  f o r  us c o n t in g e n t , and  so  we a r e  a b s o lu te ly  in c a p a b le  o f 
r e a c h in g  th e  i n t r i n s i c  and a l l - s u f f i c i e n t  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a n a tu r e  -  a  p r i n c i p l e  w hich l i o s  i n  th e  
s u p e r s e n s ib l e ."  ( 0 . o f  J . ,  388^,>}
I t  i s  v e ry  im p o rta n t t o  .note h e r e  t h a t  K ant does n o t 
mdan -to —a ay  t h a t  t h e  m ec h an ica l p r i n c i p l e  as i t  i s  a p p l ie d  by
fai;.
th o  human mind m ight ^ e o c i-b ly -b o  th o  a l l - s u f f i c i e n t  e x p la n a -
IkoJ-i v,vai. .’‘PA
t l o n  o f  tto iagaf. What ho means i s  t h a t  a n  u n d e rs ta n d in g  
d i f f e r e n t  from  our own m igh t f i n d  i n  th o  m a te r i a l  w o rld  i t ­
s e l f  th e  c a u se s  b o th  o f what wo r e g a r d  a s  m e c h a n ic a lly  p r o -
6't
duced  and^v/hat we r e g a rd  a s  dependen t on 510:1 3 0 0 0 0 . Such an  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  would have  to  employ a  p r i n c i p l e  fu n d a m e n ta lly  
d i f f e r e n t  from  o u r p r i n c i p l e  o f m e c h a n ic a l c a u s a t io n .  , I t  i s  
ow ing to  t h e  s p w i f i c  n a tu r e  o f  t h e  m ec h an ica l p r i n c i p l e  as 
em ployed by us t h a t  we m ust make u se  o f  an  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  
p r i n c i p l e  f o r  th e  fu d g in g  o f  c e r t a i n  p ro d u c ts  o f  n a tu r e .  S in c e
o u r m e c h a n ic a l p r i n c i p l e s  do n o t  g iv e  us i n s i g h t  i n to  th e
in n e r  n a tu r e  o f  t h e  th in g s  s in c e  a-o f a r  a s  th e y  a r e  co n ce rn e d
Ji
p a r t i c u l a r s  and  u n i v o r a a l s » p a r t s  and  xiliolos/aro n o t re g a rd e d
a s  s ta n d in g  i n  any n e c e s s a ry  c o n n e x io n j i q  m ust i n  o rd e r  to
e x p la in  t o  o u r s e lv e s  th o  n a tu r e  o f  c e r t a i n  n a t u r a l  o b je c ts^
wfcich show such  a  c o n n e c tio n ^ h a v o  r e c o u r s e  to  a n  e n t i r e l y
d i f f e r e n t  p r i n c i p l e  v i a ._ th o  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e .  We
c a n n o t b u t  ju d g e  t h a t  th e  in n e r  c o n n ex io n  o f p a r t s  and  w hole
w hich we f in d  p re s  on*: ' n  c e r t a i n  o b je c ts  t  o rg an ism s J  i s  -p*e-
duced— e x te r n a l  c a u s e ,  t h a t  i t. i s  due to  a n  i n t e l l i g e n t
b e in g  w hich d e s i r e d  i t  to  e x i s t ,  ;.e must assum e a  c a u s a l i t y
fu n d am e n ta l!- ' d i f f e r e n t  from  m e c h a n ic a l c a u s a l i t y .
!kCj i<
B u t- th e re -  i s  no r e a s o n  why wo s h o u ld  a s s e r t  t h a t  i t -was
ab so lu te ly '-  im p o s s ib le  t o  u n i t e  th e  m ec h an ica l and  t e l e o l o g i c a l
p r i n c i p l e s . t h a t  no being- c o u ld  f i n d  th e  r e a l  e x p la n a t io n  of
'-vi^.OAp ,4c A i \  0-3 .'('«■ -p. tv  <v
th in g s  w s-th ^ -tM -ag s  th e m se lv e s  wi4-h o u t - ]rner,ving--t h e m /frem ---€tn -
Wtu«4 tvfwiL 0. th<
ax.tor»al-o«-»& e',  f  •
B ut o f  c o u rs e  t h a t  i s  n o t  to  s a y  t h a t  t h i s - i s - r o a -l l -y
n f t
t h a cas*?. p e r l i a w  c e r t a i n  th in g s  -r e a l l y  a r e  w hat we ta k eA
them  to  b e ,  nam ely , p u rp o ses o f  n a tu r e  d e te rm in e d  by a s p e c i a l  
k in d  o f  c a u s a l i t y .
The o n ly  answ er w hich can  be g iv e n  t o  th e  Q u e s tio n  as 
to  w hat th e  r e a l  c a u se s  o f th in g s  a r e  i s ^  t h a t  we do n o t 
know i t .  Our R eason i s  in c a p a b le  o f an sw e rin g  su c h  Q uestions
(O
and a l l  we c a n  s s y ^ t i ia t  a c c o rd in g  to  th e  n a tu r e  o f  o u r cog ­
n i t i v e  f a c u l t i e s  we c a n n o t ex p la in (_ to  o u r s e lv e s  o rganism s'.,on
--------
m e c h a n ic a l p r i n c i p l e s ,  - th a t-w e  m ust ju d g e  them  t e l e o l o g i c a l l s - .
/ v t t v t s c - l  '■'V
I t  i s  in d u b i ta b ly  c e r t a i n  t h a t  i n  ju d g in g
Crrvf*'-
o r g a a ie - n a tu r e  m ust r e f e r  t o  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  c a u s a l i t y .  I n
e s t im a t in g  them we most employ Boason*s Id e a  o f  a  p u rp o se  
o f  n a t u r e . e m ust assum e a c a u s a l i t y  d i s t i n c t  fro m  mechan­
ism . But t h e  p r i n c i p l e  em ployed by us i s  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f 
r e f l e c t i v e  and  n o t  o f  d e te rm in a n t Ju dgm en t, i . e .  i t  does n o t
J)
d e te rm in e  th e  o b je c ts  a s  s u c h , i t  does n o t  a s s o r t  t h a t  an
i n t e l l i g e n t  c a u s e  a c t u a l l y  e x i s t s .  A l l  wo c a n  sa y  i s  t h a t
. v/e m ust r e g a rd  c e r t a i n  o b je c ts  a s  i f  th e y  owed t h e i r  e x is te n c e
t o  a  s u p e r n a tu r a l  c a u s a l i t y .  A h e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r in c ip le ^
w h ich  i s  n o t c o n ce rn e d  w ith  t h e  th in g s  jUr th e m se lv e s  h u t  o n ly  
3  ^
w ith  them  i n  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  th o  human mind i s  a s u h je c -
i
t i v e l y  n e c e s s a ry  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e f l e x i o n ,  a g u id in g  p r i n c i p l e
o u r i n v e s t i g a t i o n  4-f tte  -v«-l u e . ’’F o r  t h e  r e f l e c t i v e  Ju d g ­
em ent, t h e r e f o r e ,  t h i s  i s  a  p e r f e c t l y  sound p r in c ip le s  t h a t  
f o r  th e  c l e a r l y  m a n ife s t  nexus o f  th in g s  a c c o rd in g  t o ^ u r p o a -
1*4
c a u s e s ,  we m ust t h in k  a  c a u s a l i t y  d i s t i n c t  from  mechan9 
'i s m ,  nam ely a  w o rld  c a u se  a c t in g  a c c o rd in g  t o  p u rp o s e s , t h a t  
•:i s ,  a n  i n t e l l i g e n t  c a u se  -  how ever r a s h  an d  u n d e m o n s tra h le  
■'a p r i n c i p l e  t h i s  m ight h e  f o r  the  d e te rm in a n t Judgm en t. I n  
- 'th e  f i r s t  c a s e  th e  p r i n c i p l e  i s  a  s im p le  maxim o f  Judgm en t. 
*Phe c o n c e p tio n  o f  c a u s a l i t y  v h ic h  i t  in v o lv e s  i s  a  m ere Id e a  
t o  w h ich  we i n  no way u n d e r ta k e  t o  concede r e a l i t y ,  h u t  o n ly  
•»ake u se  o f  i t  t o  g u id e  a  r e f l e c t i o n  t h a t  s t i l l  le a v e s  th e  
‘d o o r  open f o r  any a v a i l a b l e  m e c h a n ic a l e x p la n a t io n ,  and  t h a t  
;n e v e r  s t r a y s  from  t h e  w o rld  o f  s e n s e .  I n  th e  second  c a s e  
,£Jie p r i n c i p l e  w ould he a n  o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e .  R eason would 
p r e s c r i b e  i a n d  Judgm ent w ould h av e  to  he  s u b je c t  to  i t  and  
^determ ine  i t s e l f  a c c o rd in g ly .  But i n  t h a t  c a s e  r e f l e c t i o n  
w anders from  th e  w o rld  o f  s e n s e  i n to  t ra n c e n d e n t  r e g io n s ,  and
'A w  ' 4 l y  i d t - a s -  o(a j l )
p o s s ib ly  g e t s  l e d  a s t r a y . "  (j^p inehw eltjh inaus s i c h  in s
t - V x e .
U e b e rs c h u e n g lie h e  v e r l i o r t  mid l e i c h t  d sa e g e fu o frr t  wird^T) 
j p .O f  J . . 3 8 9 ) .
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Kant’ s g e n e r a l  id e a  i s  c l e a r .  The antinomy a r i s e s  because a 
p r in c ip le  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgment i s  confused w ith  one o f  determ­
in a n t  Judgment. This i s  s t a t e d  c l e a r l y  by Kant in  the l a s t  para­
graph o f  t h i s  s e c t i o n .  I f i n d ,  however, some d i f f i c u l t i e s  in  k  
i t ,  Kant sa ys  th a t  the  autonomy o f  the r e f l e c t i v e  Judgment, 
whidi i s  v a l id  m erely  s u b j e c t i v e l y  fo r  the use o f  our Reason  
in  r e s p e c t !  o f  p a r t i c u la r  e m p ir ic a l  la w s, i s  m istaken fo r  the  
heteronomy o f  determ inant Judgment, which has to conform to the  
l a w s ,e i t h e r  u n iv e r s a l  or p a r t i c u la r ,  o f  the un derstand in g .
Now t h i s  may seem e a s y .  R e f l e c t i v e  Judgment i s  r i g h t l y  
s a id  to  p o s s e s s  autonomy. F o r , as has o f te n  bean p o in ted  o u t ,  
i t  g i v e s  to  i t s e l f  a p r in c ip le  xndwp (th e  p r in c ip le  o f  
r e f l e c t i o n )  in d ep en d en tly  o f  the understand ing; and, as has a l s o  
b«en e x p la in e d  o f t e n  b e f o r e ,  the  fundam entil p r in c ip le  o f  
r e f l e c t i o n  i s  th a t  p r in c ip le  which makes us assume th a t  nature  
i s  a  system  accord ing  to e m p ir ica l  la w s . To determ inant  
Judgment on the  other  hand mere heteronomy may be a sc r ib e d ,  
f o r  i t  p o s s e s s e s  n e i th e r  p r in c ip le s  nor la w s . I t  m erely  
subsumes laws which are g iv en  to  i t  by the un derstand ing .
My d i f f i c u l t y  i s  th a t  Kant seems to  me to  be im plying here  
what I  should have l ik e d  him to  have sa id  a l l  the t im e, namely 
th a t  i t  i B  determ inant Judgment which i s  in v o lv e d  in  the 
m echanica l e x p la n a t io n  o f  o b j e c t s .  In e x p la in in g  th in g s
( i )m ec h a n ica l ly  our determ inant Judgment employs laws ( p a r t i c u l a r /  
or u n iv e r s a l )  g iv en  to  i t  by the un derstand in g . Every o b je c t  o f  
e x p e r ien ce  must be exp la in ed  on th ese  p r i n c i p l e s .  Although not  
a p p l ic a b le  to  th in g s  in  th e m s i lv e s ,  they  are not s u b je c t iv e  in  
th e  sen se  o f  the t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r in c ip le
( i )  " P a r t ic u la r  laws" because the p a r t ic u la r  laws are 
s p e c i c i f a x t i o n s  o f  the tra n scen d en ta l u n iv e r s a l  law s; c . f . ,  e . g .
C. P .R.A 126 , where Kant, a f t e r  having d e f in e d  the  understand jag 
a s  the f a c u l t y  o f  r u l e s ,  says "Rules* so f«fr as th e y !* * * !  are  
o b je c t iv e  and th e re fo re  depend uwrti th e  knowledge o f  the 
o b j e c t  are c a l l e d  la w s . Although1we le a r n  many law s through 
e x p e r ie n c e ,  th ey  are only  s p e c ia l  d e term in ation s  o f s t i l l  
h ig h er  la w s, and the h ig h e s t  o f t h e s e ,  under which the o th ers  
a l l  s ta n d ,  i s s u e  a  p r io r i  from the u n d e r s ta n d in g lt s e l f .T h e y  are 
n ot borrowed from  e x p e r ien ce ;  on the contrary they  have to c o n fe r  (i 
ap p ea ra n ces  t h e i r  conform ity  to law and so to  make exp er ien ce
p o s s i b l e .  . .•1 — ■ , • -m Ji
w h ich  em ploys u n d em o n s trab lo  c o n c e p ts  o f  K oason . I  may q p o te  
th o  p a s s a g e ,  I .an t s a y s :
" A l l  sem b lance  o f  a n  an tinom y botw oon th o  maxims o f  th e  
s t r i c t l y  p h y s i c a l , or  m e c h a n ic a l , node o f  e t i o n  s a d  th e
t e l e o l o g i c a l ,  or- t e c h n i c a l ,  r e s t s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  on o u r c o n fu s in g  
a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  t h e  r e f l e c t i v e  v ;ith  one o f  th e  d e te rm in a n t 
Judgm ent, '.h e  autonom y o f  th o  fo rm e r , w hich i s  v a l i d  m ere ly  
s u b j e c t iv e l y  f o r  th e  u se  o f o u r r e a s o n  in  r e s e c t  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  
e m p ir ic a l  I a n s , i s  m is ta k e n  f o r  d ie  heteronom y o f  th e  se c o n d , 
which h a s  to  conform  to  t h e  la w s , e i t h e r  u n iv e r s a l  o r  p a r t i ­
c u l a r ,  g iv e n  by u n d e rs ta n d in g •"  (C ,o f  J . ,  389,).v.
vt KvO w l\n ft'C'-t
how .ei t h e r  th o  e x p la n a t io n  w hich  I  h av e  g iv e n  i s  c o r r e c t^
and  K ant s a y s  h e r e  t h a t  t h e  s t r i c t l y  p h y s i c a l  ( m e c h a n ic a l)
e x p la n a t io n  o f  n a tu r e  i s  g iv e n  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w ith  law s o f
th e  u n d e r s ta n d in g  an c l^ it i s  d e te rm in a n t  Judgm ent w hich a p p l i e s
t h e s e  law s to  a l l  g iv e n  a p p e a ra n c e s .-" ;
v  I n  t h a t  c a s e  &  w ould c o n t r a d ic t  w hat h as b een  s a i d  i n
t h e  p re c e d in g  s e c t i o n ,  nam ely , t h a t  th e  maxim w hich  makes
us. e s t im a te  th in g s  a s  p o s s ib le  on mer e^m eehaniea 1  law s i s  a
maxim o f  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm ent. (S ee  above O ’)"
■ l-v f's
Q r-e le -e ho does n o t  mean t h i s ,  e ru h o r  co n -
c e rn o d  w ith  th e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  a lo n e  w hich i s  s a id
t o  b e  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f r e f l e c t i v e  an d  n o t  o f  d e te rm in a n t  Ju d g -
o - y u  li/'M  d
Eiontj o r  h e  means t o  sa y  once more t i i a t  th e  f &e t  t h a t  th e  
m e c h a n ic a l and  th e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s  a r c  com patib le 
w ith  oach- ^ th e r  i s  due t o  t h e i r  b e in g  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  mere 
r e f le x io n .  To a c c e p t  th e  fo rm e r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ) !  f in d f f  
d i f f ic u l t tb e c a u s e  K a n t>8  words seem to  rae t o  su g g est th a t  he 
i s  d isc u ss in g  h e re  n o t o n ly  t h e  t o le o lo g ic a l^ b u t  a ls o  th e
meclxani c a l in e  l i i l e s o lu t io n
o f  th o  an tinom y betw een  thorn, La.-4-t
-oae t a k e  a c c o u n t o f  o n ly  one o f  th e  tw o se em in g ly  c o n t r a d i c -
. To a c c e p t  th e  l a t t e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  1 f i n d  e q u a l ly
~  • • — —  • /  v
d i f f i e u l ^ .  F o r  ( a )  a s  1 s a id  whan I  d i s c u s s e d  th e  p re c e d in g
s e c t i o n  I  c a n n o t u n d e rs ta n d  how K ant can  t r e a t  th e  m ec h a n ic -1 
J
and t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s  a s  e^F verlea ir,--ho rr-hc—c tm -re g a rd  
the»~«ia s u b j e c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e s  w hich b e lo n g  to  r e f l e c t i v e  and 
n o t  t o  d e te rm in a n t Judgm en t, and  (h )  -hew k w K j  h e r e  malce 
su c h  an  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a lm o s t im p o s s ib le .
I  am n o t  i n  a  p o s i t i o n  to  g iv e  a  s a t i s f a c t o r y  e x p la n ­
a t i o n  and  m ust le a v e  S e c t io n  7 1 . S in c e  s e c t io n s  7 2 3  i n  
w h ich  Kant en u m era tes  v a r io u s  t e l e o l o g i c a l  sy s tem s and  shows 
t h e  u n t e n a b i l i t y  o f  them  a l l  a r e  o f  m ere ly  h i s t o r i c a l  i n t e r e s t
9l%tv!£ J  (Is
I  -w£3rl d i s r e g a r d  them  and t u r n  t o  s e c t i o n  74 w hich K ant goes 
on  w ith  t h e  d i s c u s s io n  o f h i s  own p ro b lem .
n a tu r e  b e lo n g s  t o  r e f l e c t i v e  and n o t t o  d e te rm in a n t Judgm ent. 
I n  d raw in g  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw een  r e f l e c t i v e  and d e te rm in a n t
Ju d g m e n t^ a n d ^ a sse r tin g  t h a t  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  fo rm e r  r e ­
g a rd  o b je c ts  o n ly  i n  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  knowing mind w ith o u t 
d e te rm in in g  thorn a s  such^we have em ployed th e  fu n d a m e n ta l 
p r i n c i p l e  o f  c r i t i c a l  p h i lo s o p h y , C r i t i c a l  p h ilo so p h y  i s  . 
fu n d a m e n ta lly  d i f f e r e n t  fro m  dogm atic  3>hilosophy  i n  t h a t  i t  
d e n ie s  t o  th e  human mind a l l  know ledge o f  a n y th in g  b u t  th e  
s e n s i b l e  w o r ld . Her? Tihe c o n c e p tio n  o f  a  th in g  a s  a  p u rp o se
to r y  p r o p o s i t io n s
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I t  h as  b oen  s  c o n c e p tio n  o f a  p u rp o se  o f
r a t i o c i n a n s ) , o r  w h e th e r  i t  i s  a. r a t i o n a l  c o n c e p t i o n ,  
s u p p l y i n g  a b a s i s  o f  knowledge  and  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by Reason 
( c o n c e p t u s  r a t i o c i n a t u s ) ( C . o f  J .  , 3 9 6 ) .
" In  o t h e r  w o rd s ,  n o t  o n l y  i s  i t  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  d e c i d e  
w h e th e r  o r  n o t  t h i n g s  o f  n a t u r e ,  c o n s i d e r e d  a s  p u r p o s e s  
o f  n a t u r e ,  r e q u i r e  f o r  t h e i r  p r o d u c t i o n  a  c a u s a l i t y  o f  a 
q u i t e  p e c u l i a r  k i n d ,  nam ely  an i n t e n t i o n a l  c a u s a l l i t y ,  b u t  
t h e  v e r y - . q u e s t i o n  i s  q u i t e  ou t  o f  o r d e r ,  f o r  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  
a p u r p o s e  o f  n a t u r e  i s  a l t o g e t h e r  u n p r o v a b l c  by Reason in  
r e s p e c t  o f  i t s  o b j e c t i v e  r e a l i t y ,  w h ich  means  t h a t  i t  
i s  n o t  c o n s t i t u t i v e  f o r  t h e  d e t e r m in a n t ;  ju d g m e n t ,  b u t  m e r e ly  
r e g u l a t i v e  f o r  t h e  r e f l e c t i v e  judgment ' . '  ( C . o f  J . , 3 9 6 ) .
I f  t h e r e  i s  any d o u b t  l e f t  a s  t o  w h e th e r  t h e  c o n c e p t  
i s  p r o v a b l e  o r  n o t ,  we n e e d  o n l y  c o n s i d e r  what  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  
i s  i n  which we a r e  l e d  t o  assume i t .  I t  i s  when we a r e  u n a b l e  
t o  u n d e r s t a n d  a t h i n g  in  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  m e r e ly  m e c h a n i c a l  
pzxHEigiEX law s  o f  n a t u r e  t h a t  we bay t h a t  i t  i s  a p u r p e s e  
o f  n a t u r e .  The m e c h a n i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s  c a n n o t  e x p l a i n  t o  us  
why i n  a  n a t u r a l  o b j e c t  e v e r y  p a r t  s h o u l d  be r e l a t e d  t o  
e v e r y  o t h e r  and t o  t h e  w h o le .  T h a t  t h e r e  s h o u ld  be s u c h  
a c o n n e c t i o n  i s  from t h e  m e c h a n i c a l  p o i n t  o f  view a m a t t e r  
o f  c h a n c e .
Maw When we f i n d  o b j e c t s  w h ich  seem t o  u s  t o  p o s s e s s  
sub  s u c h  a fo rm ,  we must have  r e c o u r s e  t o  a p r i n c i p l e  
d i f f e r e n t  f rom t h e  m e c h a n i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s .  We ju d g e  t h a t  t h e  
e x i s t e n c e  o f  o b j e c t s  c a n n o t  be e x p l a i n e d  on m e c h a n i c a l  
p r i n c i p l e s  w h ich  a r e  b a sed  upon t h e  law  o f  n a t u r a l  c a u s a l i t y .  
We have  t o  t r a n s c e n d  n a t u r e  and d e r i v e  t h e  o b j e c t s
from  th o  s u p e r s e n s i b l e ,  i . e .  from  a  s p h e re  w hich  c a n n o t ho
fru . w.
known by u s .  V/e/W r o i 'c r  th o -e b j-e d to  and w ith  them  th e
V.'
w hole  o f  m e c h a n ic a l n a tu .ro  t o  th e  unJcnov/n s  nil e re  o f  t h e£
s u p e r s e n s ib le  t o  somethin.-" beyond t h e  s p h e re  o f  o u r exp o r  i  o n ce .
I f  i s  th e  v e ry  f a c t  t h a t  v/e c a n n o t have  o b je c t iv e  knov/1edge 
f a
o f ^ s p e c i f i e  n a tu r e  o f  c e r t a i n  o b je c ts  w hich maless us le a v e  th e  
o b j e c t i v e  p r in c ip le * ,o ?  m ec h an ica l e x p la n a t io n  and have  r e -
I v cf
c o u rs e  t o  a  d i f f  e r e n t  -mode o f e x p la n a t io n .
i t o ^ S ' i n c e  i t  i s  o u r ig n o ra n c e  w hich makes us do away 
w i th  o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e s  i t  fo l lo w s  t h a t  th e  p r i n c i p l e  em-
U g  t ' C . , . 7  /.OftOv «• «; ■>
p lo y e d  iset-ea-dr c an n o t bo  an  o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e .  i t  i s  q u i te
t r u e  t h a t  v/e c a n n o t d is p e n s e  w ith  th e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e
b u t  t h i s  o n ly  shows t h a t  th e  q u e s t io n  a s  t o  w h e th e r n a tu r e  
'dr
h e r s e l f  p ro d u c e s  th in g s  i n t e n t i o n a l l y  o r  u n in t e n t io n a l l y  i s  
d e v o id  o f  a l l  m ean ing . The c o n c e p t o f  a  p u rp o se  o f  n a tu r e  
i s  a  p ro b le m a tic  c o n ce p t w h ich  c an n o t b e  t r e a t e d  d o g m a tic a l ly .
"H ence we c a n  u n d e rs ta n d  how i t  i s  t h a t  a l l  sy s tem s 
t h a t  a r e  e v e r  d e v is e d  w ith  a v iew  to  t h e  dogm atic  t r e a tm e n t
ci7 <? Ts^-O—
o f  th e  c o n eo p t i on-.ef - pur pos e s  o r  o f  n a tu r e  a s  a. .. -  ,\
w hole t h a t  owes i t s  c o n s is te n c y  and c o h e re n c e  to  p u r r o s iv e  
c a u s e s ,  f a i l  to  d e c id e  a n y th in g  w h a tev e r e i t h e r  by t h e i r  ob ­
j e c t i v e  a f f i r m  -io n s  o r  by t h e i r  o b je c t iv e  d e n ia l s .  F o r ,  i f  
t h in g s  a r e  subsumed u n d er a c o n c e p tio n  t h a t  i s  m ere ly  p ro b ­
le m a t ic  th o  s y n th e t i c  p r e d i c a t e s  a t t a c h e d  to  t h i s  e o n c e p tie a -  -  
a s ,  f o r  exam ple , I n  th e  p r e s e n t  c a s e ,  w h e th er th e  - p h y s ic a l
W>Av-'-
p u rp o se  w hich  v/e su p p o se  f o r  th o  p ro d u c t io n  o f th e  th in g  i s  
d
d e s ig n e d  o r  u n d esig n ed  -  m ust y i e l d  judgm ents a b o u t th e  o b je c t  
o f  a  l i k e  p ro b le m a tic  c h a r a c t e r ,  be  th e y  a f f i r m a t iv e  o r  
n e g a t iv e ,  s i n c e  one does n o t  know w h e th e r one i s  ju d g in g  a b o u t 
w hat i s  som eth in ;- o r n o th in g ."  ( C. o 'ljj. ,  3 9 7 ^
K ant co o s  on  t o  s t a t e  t : . a t  t h e  c o n c e p t o f  a  c a u s a l i t y
W
th ro u g h  p u rp o se s  i . o .  o f  p u rp o se s  o f  a r t  and  th e  c o n c e n t o fJ ■— 7 > “*
a  c a u s a l i t y  a c c o rd in g  to  th o  m echanism  o f  n a tu r e  have  b o th  
oh j e c t iv o  r e a l i t y .
What h e  means i s  that&ye have  obj-o c t  iv e  hnov/ledge o f  th e  
f a c t  t h a t  human b e in g s  p o s s e s s  a  -f c ^ a c-i t / --f e r  producing- c e r t a i n  
th in g s  to  males them  s e rv e  some p u rp o se , IVe know t h i s  o n ly  hyJh
ex e r io n e e ^ a n d  y e t  wo a r e  a s s u r e d  o f  th e  o b je c t iv e  r e a l i t y  o f 
su c h  a  c a u s a l i t y  r e g a rd in g  human a r t / '
The c a u s a l i t y  o f n a tu r e  a c c o rd in g  t o  m echanism  lias a l s o  
o b j e c t i v e  r e a l i t y .  V/e laiow p r i o r  to  a c t u a l  e x p e r ie n c e  t h a t  
every'- n a t u r a l  o b je c t  i s  d e te rm in e d  by th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  m echan­
i c a l  c a u s a t io n .  T h is  h a s  b een  shown in  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  p u re  
R eason  i n  w hich  i t  was p ro v ed  th a t / th e  law  o f  c a u s a l i t y  i s  an  
a  p r i o r i  o b je c t iv e  law  on t h e - g round--thaJfr- i t  i s  assum ed e x p e r ­
ie n c e  o f  o b je c ts  i s  im p o s s ib le .
The conclud ing ; p a ssa g e  o f  t h e  s e c t i o n  w i th  w hich  we a r e  
a t  p r e s e n t  co n ce rn e d  re a d s  a s  f o l lo w s ,
"But t h e  c o n c e p tio n  o f a  p h y s ic a l  c a u s a l i t y  fo l lo w in g  th e  
r u l e s  o f  p u rp o s e s ,  an d  s t i l l  more o f  su ch  a  B eing  (is- a^s u t t e r l y  
in c a p a b le  o f b e in g  g iv e n  to  us i n  e x p e r ie n c e  -  a  B eing  re g a rd e d  
a s  t h e  o r i g i n a l  s o u rc e  o f n a tu r e  -  w h ile  i t  may no d o u b t be 
th o u g h t w ith o u t s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t i o n ,  i s  n e v e r th e le s s  u s e le s s  f o r  
t h e  p u rp o se  o f  dogm atic  d e f i n i t i v e  a s s e r t i o n s .  F o r ,  s in c e  i t  
i s  in c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  e x t r a c te d  from  e x p e r ie n c e , and  b e s id e s  i s  
u n n e c e ssa ry  f o r  i t s  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  t h e r e  i s  n o th in ;;  t h a t  can  g iv e  
any g u a ra n te e  o f  i t s  o b je c t iv e  r e a l i t y .  Bub even  i f  t h i s  c o u ld  
b e  a s s u r e d ,  how c a n  I  re c k o n  among p ro d u c ts  o f  n a tu r e  th in g s  
t h a t  a r e  d e f i n i t e l y  p o s i t e d  a s  p ro d u c ts  o f  d iv in e  a r t ,  when i t
(j) 7/t <*a/- it> Xi-s*. fc-W-CXC. / A A  iJ 'S  iCifi&l* ■tetA-lsOG. . I
was th e  v e ry  in c a p a c ity  o f  n a tu ro  t o  p ro d u ce  su c h  th in g s  
a c c o rd in g  to  i t s  own law s t h a t  n o o e ss  i  ta ile d  th o  a p p e a l  t o  a  
c a u se  d i s t i n c t  f ro m -n a tu re ? "  (c . o f  j .^ SO?,);*)
I t  i s  v e ry  i n t e r e s t i n g  to  n o to  t l i a t  now a t  l a s t  3£ant 
draw s a  c l e a r  d i s t i n c t i o n  "between m e c h a n ic a l and  t e l e o l o g i c a l  
p r i n c i p l e s .  i l l  op a r e  i' u n d aaen t r.. l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from  one 
a n o th e r .  I t  i s  o n ly  t h e  m e c h a n ic a l p r i n c i p l e  t o  w h ich  ob-
c n - t 1 i  c f ic c L  f- .rv - ■ c  h - t  mjC
j e e t i v e  r e a l i t y  can  "be a t t r i b u t e d ^  -Jt—itr - th e -  only/ r e a l
V ir..,a
e x p la n a t io n  o f n a t u r a l  rhenom ena; —e-a i t  rem a in s  w i th in  th e
v*.'
sp h e re  o f  e x p e r i e n c e ^  -3H? t r e a t s  o f  l a w s  o f n a t u r e  and n o t 
o f  X  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  c au s e s  w hich  c a n n o t  "belong t o  n a tu r e .  To 
th e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  on th e  o th e r  hand  th e  same o b je c ­
t i v e  v a l i d i t y  c a n n o t  bo a s s i g n e d .  F o r  ( a )  i t  h a s  to  r e l y  
, cm;"'-'/'' 7 ’’ ?r>- svt/'i.V-/
* upon  R eason^"t'nd  ( b ) i t  i s  n o t  n e c e s s a ry  f o r  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y
o f  e x p e r ie n c e .
h oaA ci J ck,\J\-<
The l a s t  p o in t  xs -vo r y  im p o rtan t- . F o r  a s  wo know th er j j
o b je c t iv e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  m e c h a n ic a l p r i n c i p l e  i s  g rounded
/fp -
i n  i t s  b e in g  c o n d i t i o n  o i e x p e r ie n c e .
I n  t h e  p a ssa g e  w hich  wo have j u s t  quo ted  Kant g o es  as 
f a r  a s  t o  s a y  th a t  even  i f  we s u c c e e d e d  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  th e  
o b j e c t iv e  re -  l i t y  o f  a  s u p e r n a tu r a l  c a u s a l i t y  and  showed t h a t  
p ro d u c ts  o f  n a t u r e  e r e  p roduced  by a  d iv in e  a r t ,  we c o u ld  no 
lo n g e r  c a l l  t h o s e  p ro d u c ts  p ro d u c ts  o f  n a tu r e  owing t o  th e  
f a c t  t h a t  i t  i s  t h e  v e r y  in c a p a c i ty  o f n a tu r e  t o  p ro d u e*  sucEd. 
th in g s  a c c o rd in g  t o  i  -s own law s t h a t  makes i t  n e c e s s a ry  to  
a p p e a l  to  a  d i v i n e  s o u r c e .  We se e  t h a t  S a n t  draw s a  v e ry
a <- hA
slia rp  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  m echan ica l ^ t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s   ^
t h a t  i n  h i s  v iew  i t  i s  only /the  fo rm er w hich  g iv e  us an  e x p la n ­
a t i o n  o f  n a t u r a l  phenomena i n  th e  t r u e  s e n s e .
A ft el? w h a t  h a s  b e a n  s a i d  7 o f  o r  o i t  i s  v o r y  im p o r ta n t  to  
g ak e  n o te  o f  t h i s  f a c t .  V/e h a v e  s e e n  t h a t  K an t  b eg an  by 
t r e a t i n g  th e  two p r i n c i p l e s  a s  a l m o s t  e q u i v a l e n t . how we s e e
•186.
t h a t  he r e a l l y  r e g a r d s  them a s  o p p o sed  t o  one a n o t h e r .  But 
he i s  now o v e r - e m p h a s i s i n g  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw een  them so 
much t h a t  u n l e s s  we had  r e a d  t h e  p r e c e d i n g  s e c t i o n s  we s h o u ld  
t a k e  him t o  mean t h a t  m e c h a n i c a l  c a u s a t i o n  was t h e  o n l y  k i n d  
o f  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  a n y  v a l u e  t o  him a s  k n o w led g e . I
A n o t h e r  p o i n t  t o  be n o t i c e d  i s  t h a t  Kant  t e l l s  u s  
h e r e  t h a t  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  t e l e o l o g i c a l  c a u s a l i t y  i s  
u n n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  e x p e r i e n c e .  T h i s  i  
a g a i n  i s  an e x a g g e r a t i o n .  As S a n t  w i l l  shew l a t e r  t h e  
t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  i s  i n  a  s e n s e  a  c o n d i t i o n  o f  e x p e r i e n c e .  
&afcxi±x±x>j»Hfcx U n l i k e  t h e  m e c h a n i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  i t  i s  n o t  a  
c o n d i t i o n  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  g e n e r a l .  i t  i s  n o t  a  c o n d i t i o n  o f  
o b j e c t i v e  e x p e r i e n c e .  But i t  i s  a. s u b j e c t i v e  c o n d i t i o n  
o f  o u r  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  c e r t a i n  o b j e c t s .  Kant  w i l l  shew 
t h a t  t o  hav e  ev en  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  c e r t a i n  p r o d u c t s  o f  n a t u r e ,  
.namely  o r g a n i s m s ,  we must  n e c e s s a r i l y  employ t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  
p r i n c i p l e  o f  t e l e o l o g i c a l  r e f l e c t i o n .  O t h e r w i s e  we c o u l d  n o t  
u n d e r s t a n d  t h e i r  s p e c i f i c  n a t u r e .
S e c t i o n  7 5 .
Most o f  what i s  s a i d  i n  t h i s  section i s  mere  r e p e t i t i o n .
B u t ,  s i n c e  Kant  s t a t e s  h i s  c a s e  f a r  more i n t e l l i g i b l y  t h a n  
b e f o r e ,  t h e  s e c t i o n  p u s t  be r e g a r d e d  a s  b e i n g  o f  g r e a t  v a l u e  
f o r  thw p r o p e r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  h i s  a rg u m e n t .
He b e g i n s  by s t a t i n g  t h a t  i t  i s  one t h i n g  t o  s a y :T h e  
p r o d u c t i o n  o f  c e r t a i n  o b j e c t s  i n  n a t u r e ,  o r  ev en  o f  n a t u r e  
a s  a  w h o le ,  i s  p o s s i b l e  o n ly  t h r o u g h  i k  a d e s i g n e d l y
a c t i n g  c a u s e j  and a n o t h e r  t o  s a y :  A c c o rd in g  t o  t h e  
p e c u l i a r  c o n s t i t u t i o n  o f  my c o g n i t i v e
f a c u l t i e s  I  c a n n o t  .judge o f  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e s e  t h i n g s  
in  any o t h e r  v.ay t h r o  by p r e s e t t i n g  t o  m y s e l f  a b e i n g  
who, in  p r o d u c i n g  t h i n g s ,  em ploys  a p r i n c i p l e  a n a l o g o u s  
t o  t h e  c a u s a l i t y  o f  a r' u n d e r s t a n d i n g .
In  th e  f i r s t  c a se  I  c o n s id e r  th e  o b je c t  a s  such  and 
have t h e r e f o r e  to  e s t a b l i s h  th e  o b j e c t iv e  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  
c o n c e p t w hich I  em ploy. In  th e  second  I  c o n s id e r  t h e  o b je c t  
o n ly  ib  r e l a t i o n  t o  m y se lf  and my pow ers o f  c o g n ^ i t io n .
O r, t o  p u t i t  a n o th e r  way: The f i r s t  p r i n c i p le  ( P r in z ip )  ig  
an o b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  (G ru n d sa tz )  in te n d e d  f o r  th e  d e te rm in a n t 
Ju d g m en t, th e  second  p r i n c i p l e  a s u b je c t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  f o r  
r e f l e c t i v e  Judgm ent.
The assu m p tio n  o f  th e  second  p r i n c i p l e  i s  n o t o n ly  
p o s s ib l e ,  b u t even n e c e s s a r y .  A ccord ing  to  th e  n a tu r e  o f  our 
know ledge we m ust judge  c e r t a i n  p ro d u c ts  o f  n a tu r e  
t e l e o l o g i c a l l y . We have to  base  o u r e n q u iry  i n to  t h e i r  
n a tu r e  upon th e  h c a  o f  an i n t e l l i g e n t  c a u s e , o th e rw is e  
even mere o b s e rv a t io n  o f  th e  s p e c i f i c  n a tu r e  o f  th e s e
p ro d u c ts  becomes im p o ss ib le  
I t  i s  q u i te  n a t u r a l  t h a t  once we have a d o p te d  t h i s  
p r i n c i p l e  we sh o u ld  go a s te p  f u r t h e r  and re g a rd  n a tu r e  a s  a 
whole as a t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e .  T h is  I s  p e r m is s ib le ,  b u t 
i t  m ust be bo rne  in  mind t h a t  w hereas in  th e  c a se  o f  our 
ju d g in g  o rg an ism s t e l e o l o g i c a l l y  th e  a d o p tio n  o f  th e  p r i n c i p l e  
i s  a b s o lu te ly  n e c e s s a ry  e v e n ^ to  o b ta in  e m . i r i c a l  knowledge 
o f  t h e i r  n a tu r e ,  i t  i s  n o t n e c e s sa ry  -when we have to  judge  
n a tu r e  a s  a w hole; f o r  n a tu r e  a s  a whole i s  n o t g iv en  to  us 
as o rg a n is e d .  The maxim w hich makes u s re g a rd  n a tu r e  a s  a 
t e l e o l o g i c a l  system  may be u s e f u l ,  b u t i t  i s  n o t in d is p e n s a b le .
sJow Ms h&s boon  s a i d  b e f o r e ,  v/hen vn  oay o f  a  t h i n s  t h a t  ^
4  O-lVfl dflf
was p o s s i b l e  o n ly  ..s •• p u r p o s e  o f  n a t u r e  / t h a t ,, i t  c o u l d  n o t  
e x i s t  b u ^ - f e r - t h i *  wo im p ly  t h a t  i t s  e x i s t e n c e  i s  c o n tin g e n t
fiCnv- 1 /•' 'y  y  ••.•},•■••. C
0 » - a e r e  laws- ^ '- i f e tu r -^ 'tn e c i ia n i .c a l  law s 2". Laws o f  n a tu r e
K.-r <tc.-v"Kv
a r e  r e g a rd e d ”to  g iv e  us i n s u f f i c i e n t  ex.pliUJ.ation o f  i t s
e x i s te n c e ,
- ft’Lij
-¥h±ir i s  t h e  r e a s o n  why th o s e  th in g s  w hich v/e c o n s id e r
p o s s ib le  o n ly  a s  p u rp o se s  o f  n a tu r e  h av e  a t  a l l  t i n e s  b e e n
r e r a r d e d  a s  a  p ro o f  of t h e  c o n tin g e n c y  o f  th e  u n iv e r s e ,  
tit)
r o p u l a r  u n d e rs ta n d in g  and  p h i lo s o p h e rs  a l i k e  have h e ld  t h a t  
t h e  e x is te n c e  o f  t h e s e  th in g , p ro v es  t h a t  t h e  u n iv e r s e  depends 
on a n  i n t e l l i g e n t ■a o u ro o , t h a t  i t  owes i t s  o r i g in  t o  a n  e x t r a -  
mundane b e in g .
T h is  p r o o f ,  how ever, c o n v in c in g  a s  i t  nay seem i s  i n v a l i d
•J
i f  i t  i s  r e g a rd e d  a s  a n  o b je c t iv e  p r o o f ,  a  x jroof o f th e  r e a l  
e x is te n c e  o f  su c h  a  b e in g .  A l l  t h a t  c an  b e  p ro v ed  i s  t h a t  i n  
r e f l e c t i n g  upon c e r t a i n  o b je c ts  we m ust owing to  t h e  e o n s t i -
JxMb. M-«U cf
t u t i o n  o f  o u r c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t i e s ,  .aooam o' t h e  Id e a  o f  an
u -
i n t e l l i g e n t  c a u s e . T h is  Id e a  i s  v a l i d  s u b je c t iv e ly  -eMd n o t 
o b j e c t i v e ly .
"B ut suppose  t e l e o lo g y  b ro u g h t to  th e  h ig h e s t  p i t c h  of 
p e r f e c t i o n ,  w hat w ould i t  a l l  p ro v e  in  th e  end? Does i t  p rove  
f o r  exam ple , t h a t  su c h  a n  i n t e l l i g e n t  B eing  r e a l l ;  e x i s t s ?  STo; 
i t  p ro v e s  no more th a n  t h i s ,  t h a t  by th e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  o f  our 
c o g n i t iv e  f a c u l t i e s ,  an d , t h e r e f o r e ,  i n  b r in g in g  e x p e r ie n c e  
i n t o  to u c h  w ith  th e  h ig h e s t  p r i n c i p le s  o f  R eason , we a r e  
a b s o lu te ly  in c a p a b le  o f  fo rm in g  any c o n c e p tio n  o f th o  p o s s ib ­
i l i t y  o f  su c h  a  w o rld  u n le s s  v/e im ag ine  ( uns denken ) a  h ig h e s t  
c a u se  o p e ra t in g  d e s ig n e d ly . V/e a r c  u n a b le ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  O bjec­
ts:.
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t i v o l y  t o  s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h e  p r o p o s i t io n :  T h e re  i s  an  i n t o l l i -  .
c e n t  o r i g i n a l  he i n  . On t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  we c a n  o n ly  do. so  s u b ­
j e c t i v e l y  f o r  t h e  employment o f  o u r power o f  judgm ent i n  i t 's  
r e f l e c t i o n  on th e  p u rp o se s  of n a tu r e ,  w hich a r e  in c a p a b le  of 
b e in g  th o u g h t on any o th e r  p r i n c i p l e  th a n  t h a t  o f  th e  i n to n - ,  
t i o n u l  c a u s a l i t y  o f  a  h ig h e s t  c a u s e ."  (C .o f  J . , 3 9 9 ^
T h a t vie a r e  a j i i t e  in c a p a b le  o f  p ro v in g  o b je c tiv e ly -  th e  
e x is te n c e  o f  p u rp o se s  i n  n a tu r e  and th e  e x is te n c e  o f  a  
suprem e c a u se  o f  n a tu r e  fo l lo w s  from  th e  f a c t  t h a t  p r o p e r ly  
sp e a k in g  we &• n o t  o b se rv e  -purposes i n  o u r e x p e r ie n c e  o f  
o b j e c t s  b u t  r e a d  th e n  i n to  i t .  I t  i s  o u r own m inds w hich
is  > 'd - j  iK vi Aea-ce-l v -  k j
in t r o d u c e  t h i s  c o n c e p tio n  i n to  n a tu r e .  a s c r i b e  p u r ­
p o se s  t o  n a tu r e  i s  due to  th e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  c e r t a i n
Ajkidc-1 f-i-'.
o b j e c t s  i n  n a tu r e  £ e r  w hich  we c a n n o t « « c u m t  i n  a cc o rd a n c e
cu e
w ith  p r i n c i p l e s  o f more o b s e rv a t io n  o f  n a tu re ^  94tis- i s  why v;e 
c o n s id e r  i t  n e c e s s a ry  t o  assum e t h a t  th e  t h in g  g iv e n  t o  us i s  
more th a n  a  more p ro d u c t o f  n a tu r e ,  why we le a v e  th e  sp h e re  
o f  mere e x p e r ie n c e  and  s a y :  T h is  th in g  i s  n o t  a p ro d u c t o f
’o f  v r
m e c h a n ic a l nature-,. -Pt i s  a  p u rp o se  o f  n a tu r e j  Pfc h a s  b e e n  
p ro d u c e d  by a  s u p e r n a tu r a l  c a u s e .
We a r e  p e r f e c t l y  j u s t i f i e d  i n  m aking su c h  a n  a s su m p tio n . 
F o r ,  "We c a n n o t c o n c e iv e  o r  r e n d e r  i n t e l l i g i b l e  t o  o u r s e lv e s  
t h e  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  t h a t  m ust b e  in tro d u c e d  as t h e  b a s i s  even 
o f  o u r know ledge o f th e  i n t r i n s i c  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  many n a t u r a l  
t h i n g s ,  ex cep t by r e p r e s e n t in g  i t ,  an d , i n  g e n e r a l ,  t h e  w o rld , 
a s  t h e  p ro d u c t o f a n  i n t e l l i g e n t  causo  -  i n  s h o r t ,  o f  a  G od." 
( c . o f  j . .  *0 ^
But we m ust n o t assum e f o r  a  moment t h a t  t h e  same n e c -
/? £\(,v"i A,v et
e s e a r i l y  h o ld s  f o r  ev ery  th in k in g  and p o r o o i y f e  b e in g  (d e n k -
ende unci e r t mQinon dts v,re s e n ) .  And, in d e e d , why should- th e  
q u e s t io n  v ;h e th er i t  do os "bo o f  any  x n - o r e s t  to  u s 1? Xt i s
..JfW  .*••* J *rvt,:> A ......  ............. __
s u f f i c i e n t  y i^ w e :-eerh r.hor; t h a t  f o r  up- i t  i s  n ecessa ry ^  to
hsvJjt. A.p'riv-jA-va
ju d fea t e l e o lo g ie a l lS :  and  to  assum e th e  e x is te n c e  o f a n  i n -  
t e l l i g e n t  c a u se  o f n a t u r e ,
"Hon su p p o s in g  t h a t  t h i s  p r o p o s i t i o n ,  fo u n d ed  a s  i t  i s  
upon an  in d is p e n s a t  1;/ n e c e s s a ry  maxim o f o u r power o f  Judg­
ment , i s  p e r f e c t l y  s a t i s f a c t o r y  from  e v e ry  human p o in t  o f  
v ie w , and f o r  any use to  w hich  v/o c a n  p u t  our* R easo n , w h e th e r 
s p e c u la t iv e  o r  p r a c t i c a l ,  I  sh o u ld  lilc o  t o  know what l o s s  we 
s u f f e r  fro m  o u r i n a b i l i t y  t o  p ro v e  i t s  v a l i d i t y  f o r  h ig h e r  
b e in g s  a l s o  -  t h a t  i s  to  s a y ,  to  s u b s t a n t i a t e  i t  on p u re  
o b j e c t i v e  g ro u n d s , w hich u n f o r tu n a te ly  a r e  beyond o u r r e a c h . ”
(C .o f  J . .  4CX\Jp)
T h a t ICantTs  " u n f o r tu n a te ly ” i s  i r o n i c a l  w i l l  b e  s e e n  a t  
o n ce . He i s  co n v in ced  t h a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  human mind 
c a n n o t h av e  o b je c t iv e  know ledge o f th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le  i s  some­
th in g  n o t  t o  b e  dep lo red^  b u t r a t h e r  to  bo welcom ed. T h is
a t t i t u d e  a s  I  h av e  s a i d  b e fo r e  i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  h ie  
;> j
p e r s o n a l !  ty ^ a n d  I  have  q u o ted  s e v e r a l  p a s sa g e s  from  th e  f i r s t  
two C r i t i q u e s  i n  w hich i t  c l e a r l y  e x p re s s e s  i t s e l f .  (S ee  
above ,)snt
The same v iew  i s  ta k e n  by him  i n  t h e  C r i t iq u e  o f  Jud g m en t.
d r u  i i  c(S~ 11 g  o  I'-'- • f
I n  -anawogi-ngf th e  trus s 'kr o n  o f te le o lo g y  he shows t h a t  th e  human 
mind m ust n e c e s s a r i ly  assum e th e  e x is te n c e  o f a  s u p e r n a tu r a l
Sm/i e- A/ tlwflL
b e in g .  To answ er th e  - u e s t io n  as xo w h e th e r ^ t -  r e a l l y  e x i s t s  
i s  q u i te  im p o s s ib le .  But we need n o t b e  d i s t r e s s e d  a b o u t 
t h i s .  The Quest ion  i t s e l f  i s  s u p e r f lu o u s  from  e v e ry  human 
p o in t  o f v iew . But th e r e  i s  one q u e s t io n  w hich i s  r e a l l y
r e l e v a n t  and  w hich  can  do an sw ered  v i a .  w h e th e r  t h e  human
j  —  j
mind c a n  or -ovois must employ the toleolo&ie&l principle w h e th e r 
we a r e  entitled from oar own point of v iew  to a s c r ib e  pur­
p o se s  to nature and to assume the Idea of a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  
c a u s a l i t y .
S he  answ er h as  t o  bo in  th e  a f f i r m a t i v e .  I t  i s  p u t te -  
c o r t a i n  t h a t  we a r e  q u i te  in c a p a b le  o f ’e x p la in in g  to  o u rs e lv e s  
t h e  n a tu r e  even  o f  t h e  s im p le s t  o rgan ism  by lo o k in g  m ere ly  t o  
m e c h a n ic a l p r i n c i p l e s  o f n a tu r e .
" In d e e d  so  c e r t a i n  i s  i t ,  t h a t  wo may c o n f id e n t ly  a s s e r t  
t h a t  i t  i s  a b su rd  f o r  men oven t c  e n t e r t a i n  any  th o u g h t o f  so  
d o in g  o r  to  hope t h a t  may be a n o th e r  Newton may some day a r i s e ,  
t o  make i n t e l l i g i b l e  t o  us even  th e  g e n e s is  o f  b u t  a  b la d e  o f 
g r a s s  from  n a t u r a l  law s t h a t  no d e s ig n  h a s  o rd e re d ."  (C .o f  J . » 
4 0 q ) ^
S e c tio n  7 6 .
V,Te h av e  b e e n  t c l d  i%ain~f*nd-~ftg&4.n t h a t  i t  i s  owing to  th e  
s p e c i f i c  n a tu r e  o f i t s  f a c u l t i e s  o f  c o g n i t io n  t h a t  t h e  human 
mind m ust make u se  o f  th e  t e l e o l o g i e s !  p r i n c i p l e .  But so  f a r
•ftse-
K ant h a s  n o t  e x p la in e d  to  us w h a t^ in  h i s  v ie w ^ th ie  s p e c i f i c  
n a tu r e  o f  human know ledge i s  w hich  would d i s t i n g u i s h  i t  from  a 
d i f f e r e n t  k in d  o f  '.knowledge. The r e a d e r  may t h e r e f o r e  have 
f a i l e d  f u l l y  t c  u n d e rs ta n d  K an t’ s  th e o r y .
I n  th e  p r e s e n t  sec tiony fco  w hich  h e  g iv e s  t h e  h e a d in g : 
nf f f e o ^ r k T^ K a n t to  a s c e r t a i n  e x te n t  makes up f o r  t h i s  d e f i c ­
ie n c y  by g iv in g  a  g e n e r a l  su rv e y  o f h i s  th e o ry  o f  t h e  n a tu r e  
o f  human know ledge,
He feiffleel# t o l l s  us a t  th e  b e g in n in g  t h a t  t h i s  su rv e y  i s  
one w hich ?/ould d eserv e  a d e ta i l e d  e la b o r a t io n  i n  t r a n s c e n -
(H\X\r
d e n ta l  p h ilo so p h y ^ a n d  t h a t  i t  i s  in t r o d u c e d  h o r s e s  an  
e x p la n a to ry  d ig r e s s io n  and n o t  a s  a  s t e p  i n  t h e  m ain a rg u m e n t.
I t  i s  m ost u n f o r tu n a te  t h a t  h e  h a s  nor/here  g iv e n  a more 
e l a b o r a t e  a c c o u n t o f  t h e  th e o ry  h e r e  ro p o u n d ed . "/e sh o u ld
h a v e  been  v e ry  g r a t e f u l  to  him  i f  h e  hod done s o .  F o r even
Ibuii
■his a c c o u n t o f  th e  undam en ta l p r i n c i p l e s  o f h i s  p h ilo so p h y  
i s  e x tre m e ly  i n t e r e s t i n g .
Kanfe^gives us h e ro  a n  a c c o u n t o f th e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  
o f  h i s  p h ilo s o p h y > T hose p r i n c i p l e s  w hich haveL-gtrlcCed him 
th ro u g h o u t h i s  t h r e e  gyeat- •< ^ itie a i .-w o r(Ics' and  i t  becomes 
c l e a r  h e re  moro th a n  anyiyhohe eiiso-ybhat t h e  c r i t i c a l  p h i l ­
osophy i s  a jj- .d riid lv is ib le  y .hole ev e ry  p a rt-^ o f w hich s ta n d s  i n  
th e - 't ib s t  in t im a te  c o n n e c tio n  w ith  th e  o t h e r s .
As r e g a rd s  ICant*s a s s e r t i o n  h e ro  t h a t  h i s  su rv e y  i s  
in t ro d u c e d  a s  a  m ere d ig r e s s io n  and  t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  r e a l l y  
e s s e n t i a l  t o  h i s  argum ent I  f i n d  i t  v e ry  d i f f i c u l t  t o  b e l i e v e  
h im . I  f o r  one sh o u ld  have  found  h i s  th e o ry  o f  te le o lo g lc p .1
Acv_/>(. f111'£./dy h i-cy A'1 c.// j-t
ju d g m e n ts  a lm o s t u n i n t e l l i g i b l e  i f
s u p p res s e d  -by-lhyat and  many p o in ts  have  become c l e a r  t o  me 
r e g a rd in g  K a n t’ s  p h ilo so p h y  w hich o th e rw is e  w ould h av e  r e ­
m ained  o b s c u re . I t  i s  qu it-e  t r u e  t h a t  i f  jcant -had in s t e a d
l-<\d
o f  p ropound ing  h i s  argum ent i n  o u t l i n e ,  g iv e n  u s  a  more a l a -
A
.b o r a te  acco u n t ho -would have  made n a t t e r s  v e ry  much e a s i e r .
As i t  i s ,  we m ust maJce t h e  m ost o f  what we have  and  we may be•J
c o n f id e n t  t h a t  having; fo llo w e d  Kant th ro u g h o u t h i s  t h r e e  
C r i t iq u e s  we s h a l l  su c c e e d  i n  u n d e rs ta n d in g  him h e r e .
He b e g in s  a s  f o l lo w s .  Heason i s  a  f a c u l t y  o f  P r i n c i ­
p le s  (P rin z i^ u o ^ -} . The u n c o n d itio n e d  i s  th e  u l t im a te  g o a l
a t  w hich  I t  a im s . The u n d e rs ta n d in g  on th e  o th e r  hand i s  a tJ j
~i C*«!.' .
'U r  s r l ,  b u t  a lw a y s  u n d e r  c o r  t a i n  c o n u i t i . n s  which must
be j j i v e n . w i th o . - t  co - c e p t s  o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t o  vrhich 
o b j e c t i v e  r e a l i t y  must be g i v e n ,  Reason c a n  make no 
o b j e c t i v e  ( s y n t h e t i c )  ju d g m e n ts  w h a t s o e v e r .  T h e o r e t i c a l  
Reason by  i t s e l f  d o e s  n o t  p o s s e s s  any c o n s t i t u t i v e ,  b u t  
o n l y  r e g u l a t i v e , p r i n c i p l e s . Where u n d e r s t a n d i n g  c a n n o t  
f o l l o w  i t ,  Reason becomes t r a n s c e n d e n t .  0  I t  d i s p l a y s  
i t s e l f  i n  I d e a s  which a r e  n o t  o b j e c t i v e l y  v a l i d  core e p t s .  
A l th o u g h  v a l i d  f o r  a i l  human b e i n g s , x  a l l  o f  whom p o s s e s s  
t h e  same k i n d  o f  c o g n i t i o n ,  t h e y  do n o t  e n t i t l e  u s  t o  make 
a s s e r t i o n s  a b o u t  t h i n g s  i n  t h e m s e l v e s .  O b j e c t i v e  ju d g m en ts  
c a n n o t  be b a s e d  upon t h e  c o n c e p t s  o f  R e a so n ,  a l t h o u g h  i t  
may be r i g h t l y  a s s e r t e d  t h a t  t h e s e  c o n c e p t s  a r e  c a l i a  n o t  
o n ly  f o r  e v e r y  human b e in g  b u t  ev en  f o r  e v e r y  f i n i t e  
i n t e l l i g e n t  b e i n g .  In  o t h e r  w o r d s ,  I d e a s  o f  R e a so n ,  a l t h o u g h  
a s  r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e s  t h e y  a r e  n e v e s s a r y  n o t  o n l y  f o r  
fchxxsn e v e ry  human b e i n g  b u t  a l s o  f o r  e v e r y  f i n i t e  i n t e l l i g e n t  
b e i n g ,  ( a c c o r d i n g  t c  any c o n c e p t i o n  t h a t  we a r e  a b l e  t o  form 
f o r  o u r s e l v e s  o f  t h e  c a p a c i t y  o f  a  f i n i t e  i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g  
i n g  g e n e r a l )  a r e  n o r  o b j e c t i v e  o r  c o n s t i t u t m v e  p r i n c i p l e s .
To g i v e  them o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  would have  
t o  Eiia be a b l e  t o  f o l l o w  Reason i n  i t s  s e a r c h  f o r  them 
u n c o n d i t i o n e d .  T h i s  however  i s  q u i t e  i m p o s s i b l e ,  s e e i n g  t h a t  
t h e  c o n c e p t s  o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  depend  on t h e i r  v a l i d i t y  
on a  c e r t a i n  c o n d i t i o n .  We -.now what  t h i s  c o n d i t i o n  i s ;  i t  
i s  t h e i r  a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  s e n s u o u s  i n t u i t i o n .
The a rgum ent  which we have  c o n s i d e r e d  w i l l  be u n d e r s t o o d  
by an y o n e  who i s  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  Rure R e a s o n . 
S i n c e  I  have  d e a l t  w i th  i t  s e v e r a l  t i m e s  b e f o r e  ( s e e  above
) I  need  s a y  l i t t l e  a b o u t  i t , .
We may r e m in d  o u r s e l v e s  t h a t  a c c o r d i n g  t o  Kant  a  c o n c e p t
o f  R e a so n ,  an I d e a ,  i s  n o t h i n g  b u t  a c a t e g o r y  e x t e n d e d  beyond
t h e  c o n c i t i o n e d  w o r ld  o f  e x p e r i e n c e .  The o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y  
o f  s u c h  a xxHxpfe c o n c e p t  canno t  be e s t a b l i s h e d ,  f o r  t h e  
c a t e g o r i e s  t h e m s e l v e s  d e r i v e  t h e i r  o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y  f rom 
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  s y n th e fe i s  o f  c u r
T hey  a r e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  o u r  e : c p e r io n e e  o f  t h e  w o r l d  o f  s e n s e ,
k 4
i  , 0  , w o rld  o f  w h ic h  vie become av/ure b y  d e t e r m i n i n g  our- i n ­
t u i t i o n s  by moans o f  c o n c e p t s ,  R ea so n  ■which b y  i t s  v e r y>
n a tu r e  t r a n s c e n d s  t h e  w o rld  o f  n a t u r e  can n o t c l a i m  o b je c t iv e  
v a l i d i t y  f o r  i t s  cone o p t  a . And y e t  i t s  c o n c e n ts  a r e  n e ce ssa zy  
a s  r e g u l a t i v e  p r in c  ip lo s .  S very  human S e a so n , in d e e d  ev e ry  
f i n i t e  Season^m ust s e t  b e fo re  i t s e l f  t h e  Id e a  o f  a  s y s te m a tic  
u n i ty  o f n a tu r e .  In  c o n c e i v i n g  t h i s  Id e a  S easo n  r e f e r s  t o  
so m eth in g  beyond th e  c o n d it io n e d  w o rld  o f  s e n s e .  As shovai 
i n  th e  C r i t i n u o  o f  p u r e R eason , th e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l ,  t h e  cosmo­
l o g i c a l  and  th e  th o o lo g ic r . l^ Id e a s  a ro  c o n c e iv e d  i n  t h i s  w ay. 
They a l l  r e f e r  t o  o b je c ts  w h ich  l i e  beyond t h e  w o rld  o f  s e n s e .  
The f i n i t e  mind must r e g u l a t e  i t s  e n e u iry  i n t o  n a tu r e  a c c o rd -
wA hr j\,l ';Jo-c£b fe y
in g  t o  th e s e  Id e a s  f ^  Steay a r e  n ee  assary^  r-o g u laM v e  p r ln o  i p l o a .
But th e y  d e te rm in e  no o b je c t^  j?o r t h e  f i n i t e  mind i s  in c a p a b le  
o f  d e te rm in in g  o b je c ts  by means o f  more th o u g h t .  The f a c t  t h a t  
I t  m ust n o c e r - s a r ily  t h i n '  Id e a s  do.es n o t g u a ra n te e  th e  r e a l i t y  
o f  t h e  o b je c ts  t o  w hich th e y  r e f e r .
I n  o u r s e c t i o n  ICant i l l u s t r a t e s  h i s  argum ent by exam ples. 
He s a y s  o f  them t h a t  th e y  p o s s e s s  su c h  a n  im p o rta n c e  and  a t  
t h e  same tim e  a ro  so  f u l l  o f d i f f i c u l t y ^ t h a t  th e y  c an n o t be  
h e r e  im posed upon th e  r e a d e r  a s  p r o p o s i t io n s  t h a t  have  boen
p ro v e d . And y e t  th e y  may g iv e  Mm fo o d  f o r  r e f l e c t i o n  and
(<. /i
may h e lp  t o  e lu c id a te  th e  problem  w ith  w hich wc-ea ^e a t  p r e s e n t  
c o n c e rn e d .
I t  i s  s t r a n g e  t h a t  Kant s h o u ld  sp e ak  h a r e  o f  exam ples a t  
a l l .  F o r h e  i s  a c t u a l l y  d is c u s s in g  th e  problem  a s  t o  how 
th e  s p e c i f i c  c h a r a c te r  o f  f i n i t e  human know ledge e x p re s s e s  
i t s o l f  i n  th e  d i f f e r e n t  sp h e re s  w ith  w hich human R eason  i s
concerned . H is argument i s  put forward from a very  g en era l  
p o in t  o f  view* and he does not r e a l l y  i l l u s t r a t e  h i s  doctrim  
by co n c re te  examples a t  a l l .  He shews how the g e n e ra l  p r in c ip le  
o f  human knowledge m a n ife s t s  i t s e l f  i n  the d i f f e r e n t  a t t i t u d e s  
w hich the mind tak es  towards i t s  o b j e c t s .  In the  f i r B t  p lace  
he d e s c r ib e e  the nature  o f  our t h e o r x e t i c a l  knowledge and 
argue8 a s  fo l lo w * .
( i )
Human u n d e rs ta n d in g /  must n e c e s s a r i l y  d i s t in g u i s h  between  
th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  and th e  a c t u a l i t y  o f  t h in g s .  But the reason  
fo r  t h i s  does not l i e  i n  the  o b j e c t s  but in  the  s u b je c t  and i t s  
f a c u l t i e s  o f  c o g n i t io n .  U n less  we req u ired  fo r  the e x e r c i s e  o f  
i n i  knowledge two h eterogen eou s f a c t o r s ,  (understanding fo r  
co n cep ts  and sensuous i n t u i t i o n  fo r  o b j e c t s  which correspond to  
them ), there  would not be any d i s t i n c t i o n  between the 
p o s s ib l e  and th e  a c tu a l .
An i n t u i t i v e  understand ing  would have no o b j e c t s  excppt  
■uch as are a c t u a l .  Concepts which are m erely d ir e c te d  to the  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  an o b j e c t ,  and sensuous i n t u i t i o n s  which g iv e  
us something and y e t  do not thereby g iv e  us knowledge, would 
c ea s  to  e x i s t .
•The whole d i s t i n c t i o n  which we draw between the  m erely  
p o s s ib l e  and the a c tu a l  r e s t s  upon the f a c t  th a t  p o s s i b i l i t y  
s i g n i f i e s  p o s i t in g  o f  the r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  a th in g  r e l a t i v e l y
( i )  I t  would have been c le a r e r  i f  Kant had s a id  th a t  human 
b e in g s ,  owing to  the nature o f  t h e ir  un derstand in g , had to  
d i s t i n g u i s h  between p o s s i b i l i t y  and a c t u a l i t y ,  fo r  i t  i s  c e r t a i n ly  
n o t  the understanding i t s e l f  which ob serv es  t h i s  pecu liar ity  o f  
— i t s  own n a tu re .
I f  t h i s  i s  to  be a t tr ib u te d  to any s p e c i a l  f a c u l t y  o f  the human 
mind a t  a l l  i t  must be a t tr ib u te d  to  R eason , a s  Kant a c tu a l ly  
does in  the n e x t  paragraph. “The p ro p o s it id n d  th a t  th in g s  can be 
p o s s ib l e  w ith o u t  be ing  a c tu a l and th a t  co n seq u en tly  i t  i s  imposs­
i b l e  to  i n f e r  from merean u * n ± x  p o s s i b i l i t y  to a c t u a l i t y  are 
q u ite  v a l i d  f o r  human Reason but t h i s  does not prove th a t  t h i s  
d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  to  be found in  the th in g s  them selvesS
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" t o  o u r c o n c e p t ,  an d , in  g e n e r a l ,  to  o u r c a p a c i ty  o f  th in k in g ,  
w h ereas a c t u a l i t y  s i g n i f i e s  th e  p o s i t i n g  o f  th e  th in g  in  i t s  
im m ediate  s e l f - e x i s t e n c e  a p a r t  from  t h i s  c o n c e p t, {d ie  S e tzu n g  
d e s  D in g es an s i c h  s e l b s t  a u s s e r  d iesem  B e g r i f f e ) . A c c o rd in g ly  
th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  p o s s ib le  from  a c tu a l  th in g s  i s  one t h a t  i s  
m d te ly  v a l i d  s u b j e c t i v e l y  f o r  human u n d e rs ta n d in g '. ' (C .o f  J . , 4 0 i i ) .
I  do n o t  th in k  i t  i s  r e a l l y  d i f f i c u l t  to  u n d e rs ta n d  K ant 
h e r e .  A cco rd ing  to  h i s  p h ilo s o p h y  th e  a  p r i o r i  c o n c e p ts  o f  
them * u n d e rs ta n d in g  ( i . e .  th e  c a te g o r ie s )  a re  u n iv e r s a l  r u l e s .
In  w hat does th e  o b je c t iv e  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  c a te g o r i e s  c o n s i s t?  In  
n o th in g  e l s e  th a h  in  t h e i r  b e in g  th e  u n iv e r s a l  c o n d i t io n s  o f 
our e x p e r ie n c e  o f  o b j e c t s .  What can o u r u n d e rs ta n d in g  te a c h  u s 
a b o u t th e  n a tu r e  o f  r e a l i t y ?  N o th in g  more th a n  t h a t  e v e ry  
o b je c t  o f  ex p ero en ce  m ust conform  to  th e  c a t e g o r i e s .  No o b je c t  
can  be in d e p e n d e n t o f them s in c e  i n  t h a t  c a se  i t  would n o t  be an  
o b je c t  a t  a l l .  In  o th e r  w o rd s , u n d e rs ta n d in g  can s p e c i f y  th e  
c n d i t i o n s  i n  w hich a lo n e  o b je c ts  a re  p o s s ib l e .  An o b je c t  
w hich  d id  n o t  conforto  to  them w ould n o t  be an o b je c t  o f  p o s s ib le
(Ve x p e r ie n c e .  /
The c o n te n t  o f  e x p e r ie n c e _on th e  o th e r  h a n d ^ is  n o t 
p ro d u ced  by th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g .  I t  i s  g iv e n  to  us by in tu i  tio n ^  
w hich  s u p p l ie s  the  m a te r i a l  f o r  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g .  A lthough  
we sh o u ld  be in c a p a b le  o f  h a v in g  knowledhe o f  i t  w ith o u t th e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g , w hich e n a b le s  u s  to  u n i te  o u re  r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  in  
one c o n sc io u sn e ss , th e  m a te r i a l  i t s e l f  i s  q u i te  in d ep e n d en t o f  th e  
u n d e r s ta n d in g .  The u n d e rs ta n d in g  i s  th e  wource o f  th e  form s o f  
th o u g h t,  b u t  t h a t  w hich we th ik k  a b o u t i s  in d ep e n d en t of i t ;  
we become aware o f an o b je c t  a s  a c t u a l  by d e te rm in in g  i n t u i t i o n s  
i n  acc o rd a n c e  w ith  c a te g o r i e s .  The c a te g o r i e s  by th em se lv e s  do 
n o t  p r e s e n t  u s  w i th  any a c tu a l  o b j e c t .  B eing  u n ab le  to  d e te rm in e  
an o b je c t  by  m ere th o u g h t, a l l  we can say  o f  an o b je c t  t h a t  d o es  
n o t  c o n t r a d i c t  th e  law s of th o u g h t i t  t h a t  i t  i s  a  p o s s ib le  
o b j e c t . ( i i ) .
T h is  h o ld s  f o r  a l l  o b je c ts  w hich we th in k  by means o f  th e
0) Ac /■ u CA  c- -
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( i ) .  I t  m ust be rem em bered t h a t  th e  p o s s ib le  o b je c t  
m u st conform  n o t  o n ly  to  th e  c a te g o r i e s  b u t  a ls o  to  o th e r  
c o n c e p ts .
( i i ) .  K ant i s  h e re  n e g le c t in g  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  l o g i c a l  
and r e a l  p o s s i b i l i t y .  T h is  i s  u n f o r tu n a te  s i n c e ,  had  he ta k e n
i t  i n t o  a c c o u n t ,  he  w ould have made t h i s  p o in t  much c l e a r e r .  What 
th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  i s  e x p la in e d  by K ant in  th e  C r i t iq u e  
o f  P ure  R eason
B^265 f f i  The P o s tu la te s  o f  E m p ir ic a l  Thought i n  G e n e ra l .)  An 
o b je c t  i s  l o g i c a l l y  p o s s ib le  i f  i t s  c o n ce p t i s  n o t  s e l f ­
c o n t r a d i c t o r y .  F o r  r e a l  p o s s i b i l i t y  som eth ing  more i s  r e q u i r e d .
I t  m ust a g re e  n o t  o n ly  w ith  th e  form s o f  th o u g h t,  b u t  a ls o  
w ith  th e  form s o f  i n t u i t i o n ,  ( c . f .  B 268 ; see  a ls o  B x x v i n : ) .  
K a n t 's  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  r e a l i ,  p o s s i b i l i t y  ru n s  a s  fo llo w s* "T h a t 
w hich  a g re e s  w ith  th e  fo rm al c o n d i t io n s  o f  ap p ea ran ce  (a s  
r e g a r d s  i n t u i t i o n s  and c o n c e p ts )  i s  p o s s ib le ?  (C o f P-.R. B 2 6 5 ) .  
We se e  how d i f f i r e n t  ouj'know ledge i s  from  t h a t  w hich a
p u r e ly  r a t i o n a l  b e in g  would p o s s e s s .  What a g re e s  w ith  th e  fo rm s 
o u r
o f / th o u g h t  i s  n o t  even  r e a l l y  p o s s i b l e ,  l e t  a lo n e  a c t u a l ,  
w h ereas f o r  an i n t u i t i v e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  
th e  p o s s ib le  and th e  a c tu a l  w ould n o t  e x i s t  a l  a l l ,  and e v e ry  
c o n te n t  o f  i t s  th o u g h t would a t  once be an a c tu a l  o b j e c t .
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c o n c e p ts  o f  P u re  R e aso n , th e  I d e a s .  They a re *  a l l  p o s s ib le
o b je c t ; : .  The Id e a  o f C odyfor i:is"-anoo, in  p o s s ib l e  o b je c t  
I n  oo f a r  s.s i t  :K i n  c o n fo rm ity  w ith  th e  law s o f  th o u g h t .
V; © a r e  however a i t  a in c a p a b le  o f ■ o v in  t h a t  to d  a c t u a l l y  
e x i t  t o  . -Pea? Tc be t o  do so  we s h o u ld  h av e  t o  demon­
s t r a t e  o u r e 02ieo p t i n  i n t u i t i o n  w hich  i s  ; u i t o  Im p o s s ib le .
F o r  i n  th e  v e ry  c o n ce p t o f  God i t  i s  im p lie d  t h a t  He b e lo n g s
fr
t o  th e  i n t e l l i g i b l e  w o rld  i . e .  a  w o rld  beyond th e  w o rld  o fo  ^
s e n s e .  S in c e  a l l  o u r  i n t u i t i o n s  r e f e r  t o  th e  w o rld  o f s e n s e  
t h e  a c t u a l  e x is te n c e  o f  God th e  o b je c t iv e  r e a l i t y  o f  o u r , I d e a
■* ~ l l - i v »  r - W  A c l - . a /  c t  i / n - W A  ( M r i - z J s
o f  Him c a n n o t bo p ro v e d . -From t h e -fe9-t--th^t--^e--auet--aioc-oa»
t '-C  f r - L t  k - i ,  A t / l s  e &  y  f i - f ' t V f  ,
Rp.rtlv think th-e-_hia^ ----af-Gnd - it  -does- -net' - feilew- that-'Ho- exists..,. 
h  ec ■»&&tty~eg--though-i does-net itap ly"'7rocor-rri-ty'-'&f-- exi s t .on»e .
I t  i s  due to  t h e  n a tu r e  o f o u r u n d e r:;la n d in g  t h a t  we m ust 
d i s t i n g u i s h  be tw een  p o s s i b i l i t y  and a c t u a l i t y .  Vfecrtr we sa y  • 
o f a  th in g  t h a t  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  we r e f e r  o u r r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  
o f  i t  t o  o u r co n cep t o f i t  and  t o  o u r f a c u l ty  cf th o u g h t i n
tr&.t-w.
g e n e r a l ,  we sa y  o f  i t  t h a t  i t  i s  a c t u a l  we a s s e r t  t h a t
fS K- t,vs
i t ^ u l s o  gives? t c  w s ^ in tu i t io n ,  ^i'h is d i s t i n c t i o n  o b v io u s ly
a p p l i e s  o n ly  t o  a  laiov/iedge l i k e  o u r own w h ich  c o n ta in s  th e
h e te ro g e n e o u s  elem ents, o f i n t u i t i o n  and  u n d e rs ta n d in g >
C l f  we im aci.no th e  e :d  s t e r e o  o f a  d i f f e r e n t  k in d  o f  know- 
fUi »S vfzi. ifat* , _ ,
lo d g e  4 4 r  d i s a p p e a r s .  l e t  us assum e x-he e x is te n c e  o f  a  b e in g  
whose u n d e rs ta n d in g  would p ro d u ce  no: m ere ly  fo rm s o f  th o u g h t 
b u t  a t  th e )so m e  tim e th e  m a te r i a l  to  w hich th o s e  form s a p p ly .
To su ch  a  b e in ^  { a  b e in g  p o s s e s s e d  T  what we m ight c a l l  an  
i n t u i t i v e  u n d e r s t a n d in g ? th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  th e  p o s s ib l e  
and  th e  a c t u a l  would n o t a p p ly .  W hatever i t  th o u g h t w ould 
e x i s t  w h a tev e r i t  c o n s id e re d  p o s s ib le  would be a c t u a l .  The 
d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een th e  p o s s ib le  and t h e  a c t u a l  w hich we m ust
U M \
moke " a r is e s  from th e  f a c t  . th a t  oven i f  3ome*hiog does not 
e x i s t ,  :;q juoy , e t  always g iv e  i t  a pl&co in  our th o u g h ts , or 
i f  t h 02*e i s  som ething o f which vie have no concep tion  vie may 
n e v e rth e le s s  im agine i t  . I v o n ."  (C .of j „  40Sjv)
Kant co n tin u es  as f o l l o w .  "'l'o say  , th e re fo r e ,  th a t  
th in g s  may ho p o s s ib le  w ithou t "being a c tu a l ,  t i n t  from mere 
p o s s i b i l i t y , th e re fo r e ,  no co n c lu sio n  w hatever as to  a c tu a l i ty  
can  he drawn, i s  to  s t a t e  p ro p o s itio n s  th a t  hold  tru e  fo r  
human Reason, w ithout such v a l i d i t y  proving th a t  th i s  d i s ­
t in c t io n  l i e s  in  th e  th in g s  them selves ."  (C .o f  J . , 40^?}
Here i t  i s  Kant»s term inology which i s  d i f f i c u l t ; '""'g**-'
lo' - .md ':hS" acrtuH:l -or
■d- heing-- pousosG'3d -'of ' 'U 's ^ e c if  ic~lct2id---of-"'' 
jn»4««tandfa^'istt£st---is?^!:r^aga~§r VEemtarcxmn'— Te-^hotdrar-eor- 
Javinly-*3ftet-^pe©-t---tha'b'---al2:',-of' a sudden -iLant s iio u id  "stittt tm by /  
' t h fr-dAgtfaaeMosi- ttritesEron.
t lXJ /fOi.
A s-a-«ert^«‘--of• - fn r ir -Kgnt~ does -n o t-a e tu a ily -  do- -s-e. -¥ire 
term  "Reason" i s  used hy him here in  i t s  vaguest se n se , i t  
denotes th e  human mind in  g e n e ra l as£ sen se  in  which t h e- t e rm j& w  
is  o f te n  used by Kant e s p e c ia lly  in  th e  C r it iq u e  o f Judgment.
Ba t /ohe.t---Kf^- -u6^B---it-h^e~irn---''4i-i&-p^e-e--l-s---‘-very--«'iol-ead'-
h /W
^in th e  carno paragraph he employs i t  in  th e  s t r i c t e r  
and more te c h n ic a l  senee^ I-fe understands "by Reason th e  f a c u l t  
o f th e  P r in c ip le s ,  th e  f a c u l ty  which makes us conceive th e
Idea of undonditioned n e c e ss ity  and which as such i s  fund am ei -
(!)
t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  understanding  • WMo w o -e-h a l l—gee-wot 
H~l i  • • /  o*e«. y  r $  f a  i-u?.
tn c u . "jtha d is t in c t io n  between p o s s ib i l i ty  and
a c tu a l i ty  cannot he a t t r ib u te d  to  th e  th in g s  them selves and
h o- holds tha t  t h i s  fo llow s from th e  f a c t  th a t  "Reason never
withdraws i t s  ch a llen g e  to  us to  adopt som ething o r o th e r
e x is t in g  w ith unconditioned n e c e ss ity  -  a ro o t  o r ig in  -  i n  which
th e re  "is no longer to  be any d if fe re n c e  between p o s s i b i l i t y  and
a c tu a l i t y . "  (C. of J . ,  4 0 2 ^
(j) J-m
I.'o too  he understands horo by hoaaon th e  s p e c ia l  f a c u l ty  
o f  th e  mind which me&os us conceive th e  Idea of th e  uncon­
d i t i o n e d ,  th e  Idea o f a n ecessary  being  r^-t e i -ng; to  whi ch 
t h e d 4 e ti« et-iott-hetTree2i pcsi^iMl-jrt^-aB(l.^giUK?JJ>t^.ao~. lo . gor-- 
ap p H e sv ...
His feggunoTTt i s  th a t  s in c e  even in  th e  sphere  of human 
thought th e re  a r is e s  th e  Idea of a being; to  v?hich t h i s  d i s ­
t i n c t io n  does not apply  i t  must he a d i s t in c t io n  v/hich does not 
a f f e c t  th e  th in g s  them selves.
n ecessary  th e re  is  no longer any d if fe re n c e  between p o s s ib i l i t y
A
and a c tu a l i ty ?  I  th in k  t h i s  w i l l  bo understood by anyone who 
lias s tu d ie d  th e  f i r s t  C r i t iq u e . According to  th e  d o c tr in e  
o f th e  f i r s t  Cr i t i q u e  th e  Idea o f a  necessary- being  i s  th e  
Id ea  of a  being: whoso very  condept im p lies  a c tu a l  e x is te n c e .
T h is i s  why i t  i s  c a l le d  a  necessary  being a being- d i s t i n c t~o
, from allofcher beings which depend fo r  t h e i r  e x is ten c e  on i t .
I t  i s  th e  u ltim a te  co n d itio n  of th e  ex is ten c e  of a l l  o th e r
b e in g s . I t  i::, th e  only being* which i s  necessary  because i t  
depends on nothin,'.: e lse  as  i t s  c o n d itio n . I t s  own concept 
''g u a ran tees  i t s  o r is te n c e . I t  must n e c e s s a r i ly  be thought 
and consequently  i t  n e c e s s a r ily  e x is ts .
H o., a s  wo Jaio-.j Ifcnt holds th a t  such an Ides.^ n a tu r a l  as
i t  i s  to  human Reason does not ro a ldy  possess o b je c tiv e  r e a l i t y .
£* -
'T he only concepts which po tseos o b je c tiv e  r e a l i t y  a re  th e
^  4 k ,  L. ,\_c s r ,  .  l  C j  l / i t c .  C u ^ ^ d
How cony  Kant say th a t  in  S easo n 's  Idea  of an a b so lu te
Concepts o f th e  unaersxa.naing.—-w«e-uouoopu ox a n ecessary
"koine £a being to  which th e  d i s t in c t io n  between p o s s i b i l i t y
f  n .1 C<' ! iC-C-v
, 0 0  ■
tvjeon p o s s ib le  ana. a c tu a l  e x is te n c e . leant s&y& ii r m cr s~ctr-
f ir t>■<*(*t,\
" i t  ^can d isco v er no way of re p re s e n tin g  tc  i t s e l f  aay 
ouch, tiling; 02- o f fo i-aing  ny n o tio n  of i t s  no do o f e x is te n c e .
For i f  understanding  t i l i n g  i t  -  l o t  i t  th in k  i t  how i t  w i l l  -  
th e n  th e  thin?; i s  re p re se n te d  merely,' as  p o s s ib le . i f  i t  i s  
conscious o f i t  as  g iv en  in  i n tu i t i o n ,  th en  i t  i s  a c tu a l ,  and 
no thought of any p o s s i b i l i t y  e n te rs  in to  th e  c a s e .’' (C. of J . ,  
40%)j.'s And ho goes on to  s t a t e  th a t  th e  concept of an  ab so lu te ly  
n ecessary  being ,while an in d isp en sab le  Idea of Heaeon^is fo r  
human understand ing  an  u n a tta in a b le  prob lem atic  concep t.
1T0 w h ere  th e re  i s  a d i f f i c u l t y .  For we must aslc o u rse lv e s : 
Does Kant b e l ie v e  th a t  an understanding  d i f f e r e n t  from our own, 
an  i n tu i t i v e  undei’e ta a a in g , would be capab le  of a tta in in g - to 
th e  Idea  o f a necessary  Being? Such an  in te r p r e t a t io n  of h is
/-e.
argument seems n ec essa ry . For has rkazrfc no t to ld  us th a t  th e  
d i s t in c t io n  between th e  p o s s ib le  02id th e  a c tu a l  does n o t a f f e c t  
th e  Idea  of a necessary  being ;and  dees i t  -nerf fo llo w  from  th i s
Ov if*, A TV
th a t  a  superhuman unuerstanding would be capable of .aoaoo'iw n g  
th e  Idea o f  such a th in gs  ow»
VYe need however only co n sid er our question a l i t t l e  more 
J ih kj,
c a re fu l ly  to  see  th a t  Kant cannot hold such  a view. How0-does'
\1  O l-A  c l  o -c  j
r -e e o rd ti^ ^ f fe M * 1 th e  Idea of a necessary  being a r i s e  in  th e  
human mind? I t  a r i s e s  from th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  hum- n understand­
ing  must d is t in g u is h  between '..he p o ss ib le  and th e  a c tu a l .  An 
o b je c t which conforms to  th e  concepts of th e  understand ing  is  
c a l le d  a p o ss ib le  object^ and an  o b jec t which is  g iven  in  in ­
t u i t i o n  i s  c a l le d  an a c tu a l  o b je c t .  Our Reason in  conceiv ing  
th e  Idea  of a necessary  being c o n tra s ts  i t  w ith  every o th e r  
o b je c t .  I t  i s  an  o b jec t which must n e c e s s a r ily  e x is t^  whereas
a a fifl£.sa rgr- mi n t q th a t  our hornson comes to  th e  conclusion  
t h a t  th e re  must e x is t  a t  l e a s t  one ac ce ssa ry  b e in g ,
-Stew an Idea  o£~tfe-'-e"-Mnd would -soever e n te r  th e  head of a
existence of th in g s .  iSvervthing th a t  such an understanding
would not a r i s e .  J u s t  as th e  d i s t in c t io n  between th e  p o s s ib le  
and th e  a c tu a l  belongs to  th e  f i n i t e  mind a lo n e  so does th e  
concept which removes th i s  d i s t in c t io n .
"An understand ing  in to  whose mode of c o g n itio n  t h i s  d i s ­
tinction d id  no t e n te r  would express i t s e l f  by saying: A ll
objects th a t  I  knew a r e ,  th a t  i s  e x i s t ;  and th e  p o s s ib i l i t y  of 
some th a t  d id  no t e x i s t ,  in  o th e r w ords, t h e i r  contingc~ ',; 
superposing them to  e x i s t ,  and , th e re fo re ,  th e  n e c e ss ity  th a t  
would be placed  in  c o n tra d is t in c t io n  to  th i s  con tingency , would 
never e n te r  in to  th e  im agination  of such a b e in g ."  (C.of J . ,
The rest of th e  paragraph is  sim ple, Kant explains that
^  <-—/ L  a t)  t  v
what maxes i t  so hard  fo r  ova- understanding  i s  th e  foo t  th a t
A
what Reason regards as c o n s t i tu t iv e  of i t s  o b je c t and adopts 
as its principle i s  tran scen d en t f o r  the human understanding, 
"In this state of riff airs, then, this maxim always holds true, 
that one© the knowledge of objects exceeds the e a  acity of 
understanding we must always conceive them according to the 
subjective conditions n e c e s s a r ily  attaching to our human nature
b e in g  possessed  of a d i f f e r e n t kind of understand ing  an  under 
s ta n d in g  which would be independent o f i n tu i t io n ,  M  th e re -  
fo re  no t have to  d is t in g u is h  between th e  p o ss ib le  and a c tu a l
A
:«fc would e x i s t  and th e  Idea  of a n ecessary  being
/*’ - * » J
)  J  „
V i
in  th e  e x e rc is e  o f i t s  f a c u l t i e s .  And i f  -  as must needs 
bo th e  ca se  w ith  tr& as e end ant coneept£«asr -  judgments vvassod 
i n  t h i s  maimer cannot be c o n s t i tu t iv e  p r in c ip le s  determ in ing  
th e  character* of th e  o b je c t ,  v/e s h a l l 'y e t  bo l o f t  w ith  reg u ­
l a t i v e  p r in c ip le s  whose fu n c tio n  i s  immanent and reliable, 
and which a re  - daptod to  th e  human po in t of v iew ." (C. o f J . , 
4 0 ^ )
This does not re q u ire  an  ex p lan a tio n  and v/e may now tu r n
cLtsJLtj
to  th e  nex t paragraph  in  which Kant ^o-ne-e rae - fciffla-e lf  w ith  th e  
problem of p r a c t ic a l  Reason. His argument runs a s  follows, 
i n  i t s  th e o r e t ic a l  study  of n a tu re  Reason must assume th e  
unconditioned n e c e ss ity  of th e  o r ig in a l  ground (Urgrund) of 
nature^ so i n  th e  p r a c t i c a l  f i e l d  i t  must assume i t s  own un­
co n d itio n ed  c a u sa lity , v is  c a u s a l i ty  th rough  freedom .
P r a c t ic a l  Reason in  becoming conscious of i t s  own un­
conditioned word i s  e n t i t l e d  tc  make such a n  as sumo
S i t  1t i o n .  th e  obi a c tiv e  n e c e ss ity  of a m oral a c t io n  express©
euv-tf- 'W!
itself - 3  d u ty ^  would not be th e  ca so  i f  the ground of
the moral a c t io n  lay  in  n a tu re  i t s e l f  and not in  the super­
sensible c a u s a l i ty  o~ freedom . The same a c tio n  i n ch ie- mor- 
ally^abso lu te ly  nee©ssaryjis physicslly c o n tin g o n t. physic a l  
necessity does no t fo llow  from moral n e c e s s i ty .  To put it 
more ©imply, "what ought n e c e s s a r ily  to happen frequently 
docs not happen". (C .of J . , 4G q)T)
From t h i s  we see th a t  i t  i s  only owing to  th e  subjective
*■ character of our practical faculty that moral lav/s must be 
(rj- U<I b(-£_
' represent eft ^ as commands and the actions which are^in con fo r -
: mlty with them a s  duties and that Reason expresses moral
necessity not by an "is" or hp^ >onc—(-being in fact) but by aa-
503.
"ought  t o  re" I f  Reason and i t s  c a u s a l i t y  were considered a o a r t  
from &h s e n s i b i l i t y ,  i . e .  xxx a s  f r e e  from t h e i r  s u b j e c t i v e  
c o n d i t i o n s ,  ( t h e i r  a ^ o l i c a  t i  on to  o b j e c t s  i n  n a t u r e ) ,  t h e  case  
woulc be d i f f e r e n t .  In  an i n t e l l i g i b l e  w o r ld ,  a world  which 
would be a b s o l u t e l y  ( d u r e h g s e n g ig )  d e te rm in e d  by th e  moral  law ,  
t h e r e  would be no d i s t i n c t i o n  between "ought  t o  do" ( S o l l e n )  and
"does"  ( H a n d e l n j , o r  "between a p r a c t i c a l  law  a s  t o  what i s  p o s s ­
i b l e  th ro u g h  our  agency and a t h e o r e t i c a l  a s  t o  wha t  we make 
a c t u a  1 ( C. ^ f  J 404 ) .
And y e t  a l t h o u g h  t h e  Idea  o f  such a. w or ld ,  a. w or ld  in
which " e v e r y t h i n g  i s  a c t u a l  by r ea so n  o f  th e  s im p le  f a c t  t h a t
b e in g  som eth ing  good i t  i s  poss ib le ' , '  i s  f o r  u s  a t r a n s c e n d e n t  
c o n c e p t i o n ,  i t  h a s  i t s  p ro p e r  f u n c t i o n .
F o r  a l t h o u g h  b e in g  a t r a n s c e n d e n t  c o n c e p t io n  i t  does  
n o t  g iv e  us  t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge o f  o b j e c t s ,  and a l t h o u g h  i t  I s  
n o t  a c o n s t i t u t i v e  p r i n c i p l e ,  i t  i s  a u n i v e r s a l l y  v a l i d  r e g u l a t i v e  
p r i n c i p l e .  That  i t  i s  no more i s  due t o  th e  f a c t  t h a t  we a r e  
p a r t l y  sensuous  b e in g s ,  and a s  f a r  a s  we can make ou t  from 
t h e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  of  our  Reason,  the  same wouj.d h o ld  f o r  a l l  b e in g s  
t h a t  a r e  i n  any way bound t o  th e  world  o f  s e n s e .  As a m ere ly  
r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  it- c an no t  d e te rm in e  o b j e c t i v e l y  t h e  n a t u r e  
o f  freedom as  a form o f  c a u s a l i t y .  And y e t  " i t  BsnKgxy c o n v e r t s ,  
and c o n c e r t s  w i th  no l e s s  v a l i d i t y  th an  i f  i t  d i d  so d e te rm in e  
t h e  n a t u r e  of  t h a t  f reedom, th e  r u l e  o f  a c t i o n s  a c c o rd in g  t o  
t h a t  Id e a  i n t o  a command f o r  everyone?  ( C .o f  J . , 4 0 4 ) .
I t  w i l l  have been no ted  t h a t  I  have fo l lo w e d  Xaufc&x ve ry  
arcgmssui c l o s e l y  K a n t ' s  a rgum ent ,  which seems t o  me p e r f e c t l y  
i n t e l l i g i b l e .  Jiost of v'hat Kant say s  h e r e  h a s  been e x p la in e d  by 
him b e f o r e  i n  th e  C r i t i q u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l  Reason and I  have d e a l t  
w i t h  i t  i n  th e  I n t r o d u c t io n  t o  th e  o r e s e n t  book. A s h o r t  
r e c a p i t u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  most im p o r ta n t  p o i n t s  w i l l  be s u f f i c i e n t .
We have seen  t h a t  Kant h o ld s  t h a t  "du ty"  a n d ' o b l i g a t i o n  
have meaning o n ly  f o r  f i n i t e  r a t i o n a l  b e i n g s ,  i . e .  b e in g s  
which be lo ng  to  two w o r l d s ,  th e  s e n s i b l e  and t h e  i n t e l l i g i b l e .  
A p u r e l y  r a t i o n a l  b e in g ,  which a c c o r d i n g  t o  i t s  own n a t u r e  
would a c t  m o r a l l y ,  would n e v e r  know o f  them, a s  a l l  i t s  
a c t i o n s  would be whol ly  d e te r m in e d  by t h e  s u p e r s e n s i b l e  
c a u s a l i t y  o f  f reedom.
We have a l s o  seen  why Kant b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e o r e t i c a l  
knowledge o f  f reedom or  i t s  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  a s  an o b j e c t  o f  
t h o u g h t  i s  d e n ie d  t o  human Reason,  and t h a t  so f a r  as  
t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge i s  co n ce rn ed  freedom i s  a t r a n s c e n d e n t  
concepp.
There i s ,  however ,  one p o i n t  t o  which I  shou ld  
l i k e  t o  draw a t t e n t i o n .  I  do n o t  t h i n k  t h e r e  i s  any o t h e r  
p a s s a g e  i n  t h e  whole o f  Kant where he em phas ises  " the
s u b j e c t i v e  c h a r a c t e r  of  our  p r a c t i c a l  f a c u l t y "  a s  much as
he does h e r e .  Nor i s  t h e r e ,  a s  f a r  as  I  am aw are ,  any o t h e r
p a ssa g e  in  which he a c t u a l l y  s u g g e s t s  c a l l s  t h e  m ora l  p r i n c i p l e
a " r e g u l a t i v e "  p r i n c i p l e .
T h is  might  s u g g e s t  t h a t  Kant a t t r i b u t e d  t o  
t h e o r e t i c a l  and p r a c t i c a l  Id e a s  t h e  same d e g re e  o f  s u b j e c t i v i t y .  
But t h i s  i s  n o t  r e a l l y  so .  There i s  a c c o rd in g  t o  him a 
fun d am e n ta l  d i f f e r e n c e  between them. T h e o r e t i c a l  Reason ex 
i s  con ce rn ed  with  knowledge of  o b j e c t s .  T h e r e f o r e  t h a t  f a c t  t h a t  
h i t s  c o n c e p t s  do not g ive  us t h i s  knowledge must  be h e ld  t o  
be a d i s a d v a n t a g e .  In  th e  sphe re  o f  p r a c t i c a l  a c t i o n ,  on 
t h e  o t h e r  hand ,  our  Reason aims a t  n o th in g  b u t  t o  d i s c o v e r  
a r u l e  f o r  t h e  d e t e r n  n a t io n  o f  a c t i o n s .  I f  such a r u l e ,  
such a r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e ,  i s  found ,  t h i s  i s  p e r f e c t l y  
s a t i s f a c t o r y .  The q u e s t i o n ,  t h e re fo r® ,  w he ther  moral  freedom 
e x i s t s  a s  a s u p e r s e n s i b l e  o b je c t  i s  o f  no i n t e r e s t  t o  
p r a c t i c a l  Reason .  I t  seeks to  f in d
a r u le  of a c tio n s  anil th i;  i t  f in d c  in  th e  I  do? of p r a c t i c a l
j
freedom .
S h is i s  in d ic a te d  by Khzrb h im se lf  i n  th e  1 s t  sen ten ce  of 
our paragraph  in  v:hibh he cays th a t  although th e  r e g u la t iv e  
p r a c t i c a l  p r in c ip le  "does not ob jectively - determ ine th e  n a tu re  
of freedom as a  form of c a u s a l i ty :  i t  eonveite, end co n v e rts
w ith  no le s s  v a l id i ty  th an  i f  i t  d id  so determ ine th e  n a tu re  <£ 
th a t  freedom , th e  r u le  of a c tio n s  acco rd ing  to  th a t  Idea  in to  
a command f o r  everyone ." (C . of j . ,  404)-.'(
In ^ th e  l a s t  paragraph  of our s e c t io n  Kant s t a t e s  th a t  i t  
i s  due to  th e  n a tu re  of our understand ing  th a t  v;e must d i s t i n -
lv-«Afe
gu ish  between the-ene- mechanism and th e  techn ique o f n a tu r e , i . e .
As. *
th e  f i n a l  nexus (Zwockvorjamepf ung) .  -S ince our understand ing
fo^ c /&
aaert move from th e  u n iv e rsa l to  th e  p a r t ic u la r  th e  f a c u l ty  of 
Judgment must employ a  sp o e ia l p r in c ip le  i f  i t  i s  to  f in d  
purposiveness in  th e  p a r t i c u la r f f r r -Sfet? th e  p a r t i c u la r  co n ta in s  
by i t s  very  n - tu re  something co n tin g en t in  re s p e c t o th e
S o 'iv4 R  K 'd  i i
u n iv e rs a l .  -¥et Reason demands th a t  th e re  should  a le -e be^xaivy 
in  th e  sy n th e s is  of th e  p a r t ic u la r  laws some k ind  o f conform ity
!o if. i o
to  law . S h is ani-— cannot be determ ined by th e  u n iv e rsa l laws
0,1 ••ilof th e  understanding _/ S *  f a r  as th e  understanding  i s  concerned
S o \ uOj
th e  u n ity  of p a r t ie u la r i j^ is  co n tin g en t, ^ e - i mdorffltan d lag;"tra:3mot
see- any-..»»n «■«n-.i . by i . . . . . . The conform ity  to  law on
th e  p a r t  of th e  co n tin g en t i s  termed purposiveaoos* I t  fo llo w s 
th a t  th e  concept o f a  purposivenoss of n a tu re  w h ile  i t  does not
Ii
determ ine o b jec ts  a s  such^*S4 i s  a su b je c tiv e  p r in c ip le  o f  Reason 
f o r  th e  use of Judgment, and one w hich, tak en  as r e g u la tiv e
-T
and no t as  c o n s t i tu t iv e ,  i s  as  n e c e ssa ily  v a l id  f o r  our human 
Judgment as i f  i t  were an o b jec tiv e  p r in c ip le .” (C .o f  J . ,  4 0 4 ^
Anyone who h  s  road  th e  In tro d u c tio n  w i l l  understand  moot
i-.
o f what i s  s a id  h e re . :>'e r'bmind oxcrc e lv es  o f th e  main j o in t s  
o f th e  argument so t f o r th  in  i t .  (a )  Our understand ing  being  
coneem ed w ith  th e  u n iv e rsa l laws of n a tu re  a lo n e  cannot g u a r­
an tee  th e  u n ity  of n a tu re  accord ing  to  p a r t ic u la r  la w s , (b) She
human mind must demand th is  u n ity . I t  conceives th e  Idea  o f a 
sy s tem a tic  u n ity  of n a tu re , (e ) The fa c u lty  which enables th e  
human mind to  reg a rd  nature, from such a p o in t of view i s  th e  
f a c u l ty  of r e f l e c t i v e  judgm ent. I t  i s  c a l le d  r e f l e c t i v e  as 
d i s t i n c t  from determ inant Judgment because i t s  p r in c ip le  i s
( r f  6~f
su b je c tiv e  t r e g u la t iv e ^  and no t o b je c tiv e  f e o n s t i tu t iv e ^ .  (d)
a  A
The Id ea  on which th e  p r in c ip le  of r e f l e c t iv e  Judgment i s  based
i s  th e  Idea of a Technique of n a tu re ^ th e  Idea  o f a n a tu re  which 
does n o t proceed m erely m echanically  b u t a r t i s t i c a l l y .
(e )  S ince such a Technique of n a tu re  i s  co n tin g en t so f a r  as 
th e  understand ing  i s  concerned th e  f a c u l ty  o f Judgment in  f i n d ­
in g  n a tu re  to  conform to  i t s  own law a s c r ib e s  to  n a tu re  purpos­
es
iv e n e ss . ( f )  purposiveneas i s  th e  conform ity  «£ law of th e
co n tin g en t as such (Sv/echmessig k e it  1 s t d ie  G eeetzm aesigjeeit
0JL4
des Z u fae llig o n  einos S o lehon).
go may now tu rn  to  S ec tio n  77 in  which Kant w i l l  t e l l  us 
more about h is  d o c tr in e  th a t  i t  i s  only tho  human mind which 
can conceive th e  Idea  o f a  purpose of n a tu re  and th a t  i t  i s  th e  
p e c u l ia r  n a tu re  of cur understanding  which makes i t  necessary  
f o r  us to  form such a conception .
S ection  77 .
In  th i s  s e c tio n  perhaps th e  most in te r e s t in g  in  th e  whole
A
of th e  C r itiq u e  of Judgment Kant s e ts  f o r th  h is  th eo ry  o f th e
A l l  t h i s  i s  wasy. Kant has told,  u s  o f t e n  enough t h a t  a l l  
ou r  t e l e o l c g i c a l  judgments  a r e  m e re ly  r e f l e c t i v e  judgments  and 
must a s  such be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  frc-m d e t e r m i n a n t  judgm en t ,  
i . e .  judgments  which can de te rm in e  t h i n g s  o b j e c t i v e l y .  The 
p r i n c i p l e  employed by them i s  n o t ' a  c o n s t i t u t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  
b u t  a  r e g u l a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e .  We must assume t h e  i d e a  of  a 
p u r p o s e i v e n e s s  o f  n a t u r e .  We must in  r e f l e c t i n g  upon 
c e r t a i n  t h i n g s  i n  n a t u r e  t a k e  as. t h e  b a s i s  o f  o u r  r e f l e c t i o n  
t h e  I d e a  o f  a pu rpose  o f  n a t u r e .  A l though the  c o n c e p t  assumed 
i s  n o t  an o b j e c t i v e  c o n c e p t ,  a l t h o u g h  i t  i s  a mere I d e a ,  t h e  
human mind c an n o t  d i s p e n s e  w i th  i t , A c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  
c n a i t i o n s  o f  human knowledge we must judge  c e r t a i n  
objects t e l e o l o g i c a l l y .
But why i s  t h i s  so? What i s  t h e  p e c u l i a r i t y  o f  th e  
human mind which makes i t s  eroploymaht n e c e s s a r y ?  The answ er ,  
g iv e n  by Kant i n  our  s e c t i o n ,  i s  t h a t  i t  i s  due t o  t h e  
p e c u l i a r  n a t u r e  o f  our  u n d e r s t a n d in g  a s  d i s t i n c t  from o t h e r  
p o s s i b l e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g s .  Or, t o  p u t  i t  more d e f i n i t e l y ,  
i t  i s  t h e  a t t i t u d e  t a k e n  by ou r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  to w a rd s  th e  
f a c u l t y  o f  Juag e n t  which makes i t x  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  th e  l a t t e r  
t o  assume a. s p e c i a l  p r i n c i p l e ,  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  t e l e o l o g i c a l  
r e f l e c t i o n .
Kant w i l l  e x p la in  t o  us l a t e r  i n  t h e  s e c t i o n  why he 
b e l i e v e s  t h a t  our human u n d e r s t a n d in g  i s  of  a s p e c i a l  k i n d .  
B efo re  g i x s i n  g iv in g  h i s  r e a s o n  f o r  t h i s  b e l i e f ,  he p o i n t s  
o u t  t h a t  i t  we speak  o f  p e c u l i a r i t i e s  o f  our  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  
o r  o f  a s p e c i f i c  a t t i t u d e  o f  our u n d e r s t a n d i n g  to w a rd s  t h e  
f a c u l t y  o f  Judgment,  we must have i n  mind a d i f f e r e n t  k i n d  
o f  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  j u s t  as  i n  the  C r i t i c ,u e  o f  Pure Reason 
human i n t u i t i o n  was c o n t r a s t e d  w i th  a n o t h e r  p o s s i b l e  
s o r t  o f  i n t u i t i o n ,  namely i n t e l l e c t u a l  i n t u i t i o n .  Only i f
c r\iy u w  *
i n t u i t i v e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g .  I t  i s  v e r y  d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e rs t a n d
h i s  argument  i n  d - i t a . i l ,  bu t  I  t h i n k  no one who has  fo l lo w ed
him th r o u g h  t h e  t h r e e  C r i t i c u e s  w i l l  f i n d  i t  i n s u p e r a b l y  
d i f f i c u l t  t o  g r a s p  h i s  main i d e a .
Kant b e g in s  by p o i n t i n g  out  one d i f f i c u l t y  r e g a r d i n g  
th e  c o n c e p t  o f  a purpose  o f  n a t u r e .  I t  i s  c l e a r ,  he a r g u e s ,
t h a t  t h i s  co ncep t  c a n n o t  be d e te r m in e d  o b j e c t i v e l y .  The
p r e d i c a t e  o f  a judgment which d e c l a r e s  a t h i n g  t o  be a 
p u rp o se  o f  n a t u r e  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  s u p e r s e n s i b l e , a n d  i t  i s  
c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  c on cep t  o f  a purpose  o f  n a t u r e  i s  a mere 
I d e a .  And y e t ,  s i n c e  t h e  p ro d u c t  o f  n a t u r e  which i s  
r e f e r r e d  t o  i t  i s  g iv e n  i n  n a t u r e ,  i t  seems as  i f  i t  
were a c o n s t i t u t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  and in  t h i s  r e s p e c t  
d i f f e r e n t  from a l l  t h e  o t h e r  I u e a s .
The whole d i f f e r e n c e  l i e s  however in  n o t h in g  e l s e  
t h a n  t h i s  -  t h a t  t h e  -‘•dea i n  q u e s t i o n  i s  a p r i n c i p l e  o f  
Reason n o t  f o r  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  b u t  f o r  t h e  f a c u l t y  
o f  Judgm en t , "and i s  c o n s e q u e n t ly  a p r i n c i p l e  s o l e l y  f o r  t h e  
a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  an u n d e r s t a n d i n g  in  th e  a b s t r a c t  t o  p o s s i b l e  
o b j e c t s  o f  exper ience ' . ’ (C .o f  J . , 4 0 5 $ .
I t  i s  q u i t e  t r u e  t h a t  th e  I d e a  of  a  pu rp o se  o f  n a t u r e  
i s  u sed  by us on ly  t h a t  we may u n d e r s t a n d  c e r t a i n  o b j e c t s .
And y e t  t h e  judgment which makes us  c a l l  t h i n g s  purposes®
o f  n a t u r e  i s  a m ere ly  r e f l e c t i v e  and n e t  a d e t e r m i n a n t
judgm ent .  No o b j e c t  can be d e te rm in ed  by us a c c o r d i n g  to
t h e  i d e a  o f  a p u rpose .  A l l  t h a t  v.-e can  do i s  t o  make x s x s s t
use  o f  t h e  co n ce p ts  i n  r e f l e c t i n g  upon t h e  o b j e c t .  " C o n se q u en t ly ,
w h i l e  t h e  o b j e c t  may c e r t a i n l y  be g iv en  i n  e x p e r i e n c e ,
i t  c ann o t  even be judged d e f i n i t e l y  -  t o  s a y  n o t h in g  of
be ing  ffiwcrgp? judged w i th  complete  aue uacy — in  a c c o rd a n c e
w i th  t h e  I d e a ,  bu t  can only  be made an o b j e c t  o f  r e l e c t i o n ’.'
(C. o f  J . ,  4 05 ) .
- f o y
th e  Id ea  o f a n o th e r understand ing  i s  assumed does i t  luako 
sense to  say ’'c e r t a in  n a tu ra l  p roducts  m ust, from th e  p a r t ic u la r  
c o n s t i tu t io n  of our mid or s ta n d in g , be considered  by us -  i f  xve 
a re  to  conceive th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  o f t h e i r  p roduction  -  a s  having
In  t h i s  a s s e r t io n  i t  i s  in p l ie d  th a t  we do n o t deny th a t  
an o th e r (superhuman) understand ing  n ig h t Judgo d i f f e r e n t ly .  We 
c o n tra s t  our understanding  w ith  a  d i f f e r e n t  k ind  of u n d erstan d ­
in g  which would f in d  th e  r e a l  grounds o f th in g s  in  th e  mechanism 
o f  n a tu re  and which would no t f in d  i t  n ecessa ry  to  Judge c e r t a in  
o b je c ts  accord ing  to  a s p e c ia l  p r in c ip le .  Such an understand ing  
would no t d e riv e  any o b je c t from an  in t e l l i g e n t  cau se . I t  would 
n o t employ two heterogeneous p r in c ip le s  of cau sa l e x p la n a tio n , 
th e  m echanical and te le o lo g ic a l  p r in c ip le s ,  as  we must do owing 
to  th e  s p e c ia l  n a tu re  of our understand ing .
"What i s  re le v a n t hero i s  th e  a t t i t u d e  of our understand ing  
tow ards Judgment; fo r  in  th i s  r e l a t i o n  we d isco v e r a  c e r t a in  
contingency  in  th e  c o n s t i tu t io n  o f our understand ing  to  which 
we may p o in t a s  a p e c u l ia r i ty  of our understand ing  as d i s t i n c t  
from  o th e r  p o ss ib le  u n derstand ings."  (C .o f J . ,  4 0 6 ^
What t h i s  p e c u l ia r i ty  i s ,  Kant ex p la in s  in  th e  nex t p a ra ­
g rap h . I t  i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  p a r t ic u la r s  which have to  be sub ­
sumed under th e  u n iv e rsa l concepts of th e  understanding  aro  not 
determ ined bv them.
fu n c tio n  of th e  u n iv e rsa l concepts of th e  understanding  to  d e te r ­
mine p a r t ic u la r  in tu i t io n s .  What he means may be s ta te d  th u s .  
What i s  common to  a l l  a p r io r i  concepts o f our understand ing  i s  
th a t  they impose u n iv e rsa l c h a r a c te r i s t ic s  upon a g iven  m anifold  
o f  p a r t ic u la r s  and in  th i s  sense they may be sa id  to  determ ine
been produced designed ly  and a s  p u rp o ses."  (C .o f J . ,  405>.,
f e  j  ■-■■Jt w v t  K f r > M v . «  C U
I t  may seem su rp r is in g  t h a t - I C a n t  says hor£; ''Shrough—the-
«, n i t ,u n iv e rs a l  o f  o u r  ..( the- hum an)-understanding th e  p a rt io u la r - i s _ n o t
doheiaained^ see ing  th a t  accord ing  to  h is  d o c tr in e  i t  i s  th e  very
th o se  itc r t i c u l i t r e . But th e re  ic  one th in g  tlio  concepts o f our 
un d erstan d in g  ca m o t ach iev e . They cannot determ ine p a r t ic u la r s  
qua, p a r t i c u l a r s . By raoens o f  th e  c a te g o r ie s  w© ccn  determ ine 
a p r io r i  what u n iv e rs a l  c h a r a c te r i s t i c s  every o b jec t of experience 
w i l l  have. But th e  c a te g o r ie s  cannot te ach  us anyth ing  a s  to  
th o  s p e c ia l  c h a r a c te r i s t ic s  o f th e  o b je c ts  of oxperion.ee. To 
ta k e  an example, we know p r io r  to  a c tu a l  experience th a t  a l l  
n a tu r a l  o b je c ts  must he c a u sa lly  connected . But we do no t know 
what th o  p a r t ic u la r  c a u sa l connections w i l l  "be o r how th ey  w i l l  ho 
r e l a t e d  to  ono an o th e r. T his must he regarded  as a d e f ic ie n c y
I
on th e  p a r t  of our understand ing  and i s ) as K an t^exp lained^at 
g r e a t  le n g th  in  th o  in tro d u c tio n  th e  reaso n  why th o  f a c u l ty  of
i-'rtvtc£.
Judgment must dev ise  a s p e c ia l  p r in c ip le  accord ing  to  -what we
CH J
assume th a t  appearances oven e e  f a r  as t h e i r  s p e c ia l  c h a ra c te r ­
i s t i c s  aro  concerned, a re  su b je c t to  a p r in c ip le  of o rd e r . The 
f a c u l ty  of Jude ont and i t s  su b je c tiv e  p r in c ip le  of r e f le x io n  
makes us assumo th a t  p a r t ic u la r  laws o f n a tu re  and p a r t i c u la r  
n a tu r a l  o b je c ts  a ro  In  some way r e la te d  to  ono an o th er. The 
human mind cannot allow  th a t  n a tu re  should be a  c h a o tic  agg rega te  
o f  u n re la td d  p a r t ic u la r  laws and p a r t ic u la r  form s and th e re fo re  
i t  has to  adopt a  s p e c ia l  p r in c ip le  whioh makes i t  re g a rd  n a tu re  
a s  a  system accord ing  to  p a r t ic u la r  law s. T h is  p r in c ip le  however 
i s  n o t an o b je c tiv e  and determ ining  p r in c ip lo  of tho  u nderstand ing . 
I t  i s  a su b je c tiv e  p r in c ip lo  of r e f le c t iv e  Judgment. That n a tu re  
should be such a system ic  con tingen t so f a r  a s  our o b je c tiv e  
knowledge, i . e .  knowledge obtained by our u n d erstan d in g , i s  con­
ce rn ed . Our understanding  i s  a  d isc u rs iv e  understand ing  whose 
concep ts cannot determ ine tho  s p e c ia l  c h a r a c te r i s t ic s  of objec%.
Tho case  o f  an  in tu i t iv e  understanding  as Kant w i l l  ex p la in  a t  
once would bo d i f f e r e n t .  I n  th e  knowledge ob ta ined  by such an 
und erstan d in g  th e  agreement of n a tu re ’ s p a r t ic u la r  laws w ith  th e  
und erstan d in g  would not be co n tin g en t.
Lui b o r ore d o u l i a g  w ith  Lhnt*s d o c tr in e  o i  th e  in tu i t iv e  
understand ing  I wish to  s t a t e  t h a t  what he says hero  about tho  
p e c u l ia r  n a tu re  oi- our d is c u rs iv e  understand ing  seems to  he in  
p e r fe c t  harmony w ith  t h o  argument o f th e  In tro d u c t io n .-wteieh I  
h a v e - tr ie d  be-- s ta t e .  T h is  nay bo seen  from tho  fo llo w in g  p assag e . 
"T his contingency i s  found s u i te  n a tu ra l ly  in  tho  p a r t i c u la r  which 
th o  f a c u l ty  of Judgment i s  to  b r in g  under th e  u n iv e rs a l  o f th e  
concepts of th e  understanding  f o r  by th e  u n iv e rs a l  of our ( th o  
human) understand ing  th e  p a r t ic u la r  i s  n o t determ ined and i t  i s  
co n tin g en t to  what ex te n t th in g s  which ag ree  in  one common ch a rac ­
t e r i s t i c  and aro  p resen ted  to  our p e rc e p tio n  w i l l  be d i f f e r e n t .
Our understand ing  i s  a f a c u l ty  of co n cep ts , i . e . , a d isc u rs iv e  
understand ing  f o r  which i t  must indeed be e n t i r e ly  ao o id o n ta l 
o f what kind and to  th a t  ex ten t d i f f e r e n t  may be th e  p a r t i c u l a r , 
th a t  can be g iven  to  i t  in  n a tu re  and brought under i t s  c o n c ep ts ."  
(C.of J . .  406f).'i
I f  we ask ou rse lv es why our understand ing  i s  in cap ab le  of 
d e te rm in in g  th e  p a r t ic u la r s  which aro  to  be subsumed under i t s  
concep ts th e  answer i s  com paratively  s im p le . Our understand ing  
i s  a f a c u l ty  of th o u g h t. I t  i s  p roductive  in  so f a r  as i t  a c tu a l ly  
p roduces u n iv e rsa l concepts which aro  necessary  co n d itio n s  o f
^  ^  f,
ex p e rien ce . But a s  shown in  th e  C ritiq u e  o f pure Reason, oon-
) A ------------------------------------------------ - --------- ■--------------------------- -
ce p ts  by them selves ccn , ive us no knowledge. I n  o rder to 'h a v e  
knowledge we must r e f e r  th e  a p r io r i  concepts of th e  understand ing  
to  g iv en  in tu i t io n  and i t  i s  in  th i s  way th a t  we become acq u ain ted  
w ith  th e  p a r t ic u la r  laws of n a tu re . Our* understanding cannot 
g iv e  us any a  p r io r^  knowledge a s  to  what th e  p a r t ic u la r  laws of 
n a tu re  w i l l  bo or what w i l l  bo t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  one an o th er 
sim ply because those  laws must bo g iven  in  i n tu i t io n .
How l o t  us assume th a t  th o re  e x is ted  a  d i f f e r e n t  s o r t  of 
km m ledge, a knowledge in  which in tu i t io n  and understand ing  would 
not be d i f f e r e n t  elem ents and which th e re fo re  would n o t have to
d is t in g u is h  between g iven  p a r t ic u la r s  on th o  one hand and 
u n iv e rsa le  which a ro  determ ined by th o  mind. I t  i s  c le a r  th a t  
such knowledge would bo fundam entally  d i f f e r e n t  from our own.
0 v 1 \ ' r**
The- one elements in  oux* knowledge, v iz .^  th e  und erstan d in g , may he 
s a id  to  p ossess a  f a c u l ty  o f  sp o n ta n e ity  in  so f a r  as  i t  produces 
th e  u n iv e rs a l  lav/s o f n a tu re . But th e  o th e r olemont in  i t ,  v iz .  
i n tu i t i o n  i s  p a ss iv e  and r e c e p t iv e .  A f a c u l ty  o f knowxedge on 
th e  o th e r  hand which could  ho p u re ly  active^ which as Kant p u ts  
i t  hero^ would ho a f a c u l ty  o f com plete sp o n ta n e ity  of i n tu i t i o n ,  
a  f a c u l ty  d i s t i n c t  from e o n s ih i l i ty  and com pletely  independent 
o f i t ,  i n  o th e r 'words an in tu i t iv e  n o t a d is c u rs iv e  understand ing  
eeuld- n o t he b e so t by th e  same d i f f i c u l t i e s  as  our understand ing  
ex p e rien ce s . That n a tu re  in  i t s  p a r t ic u la r  laws should  he in  
accordance w ith  such n  understanding  would no t he a m a tte r  o f 
chance. I t  would he n ecessa ry .
That th e  p a r t ic u la r  laws of n a tu re  should he capab le  of 
be ing  subsumed undor th e  concepts of our understand ing  i s  some-
cp.i' ( Uv'-W J f\. •
th in g  v ery  su rp r is in g  and wo cannot know oh^oc-'bi-ve-i^ th a t  we 
s h a l l  succeed in  r e l a t in g  th e  p a r t ic u la r  laws of n a tu re  to  one 
an o th e r in  o rd e r to  subsume then  undor i t s  u n iv e rs a l  laws and 
th u sb r in g  about ^system atic u n it^  of knowledge. Tho case o f an 
i n t u i t i v e  understanding  would he q u ite  d i f f e r e n t .  In  i t s  know­
ledge " th e  contingency o f th o  accordance of n a tu re  in  i t s  p roducts  
acco rd in g  to  p a r t ic u la r  laws w ith  th e  understand ing  would no t be 
mot w ith ."
T h is seems to  mo easy. Tho reason  why th e  accordance of 
n a t u r e 's  p a r t ic u la r  laws w ith  i t s  u n iv e rsa l laws would no t have 
to  be regarded  as con tingen t by an in tu i t iv e  understanding  i s  
t h a t  in  i t s  knowledge tho  p a r t ic u la r  laws fdLlow im m ediately from 
th e  u n iv e rs a l  an d  la w s ^ e -  determ ined by them . That a l l  t h i s  i s  
e s s e n t i a l ly  d i f f e r e n t  in  the  case of our d is c u rs iv e  understanding  
i s  expressed  by Kant once more in  tho  nex t sen ten ce , which I  w ish 
t o  q u o te .
3Our understand ing  hue in  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  f a c u l ty  of Judg­
ment t h i s  p e c u l ia r i ty  t h a t  in  i t s  c o g n itio n  th e  p a r t ic u la r  i s  
n o t determ ined by 'olio u n iv e rsa l and crjm ot th e re fo re  bo doirived  
from  i t  a lo n e . Yot in  th e  m u l t ip l ic i ty  of m ature t h i s  p a r t i c u la r  
he.c th rough  th o  nodi urn o f c one opto and laws to  accord  w ith  t  ho 
u n iv e r s a l .  T his accordance undor ouch circum stances must be 
v e ry  co n tin g en t and tlio  f a c u l ty  of Judgment i s  l o f t  w ith o u t a 
d e te rm in a te  p r in c ip le  to  guide i t . "  {C.of J .  40G, 4 0 7 ^
To ex p la in  to  o u rse lv es a t  l e a s t  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of ouch an 
accordance of n a tu ra l  o b je c ts  w ith  oui’ fa c u l ty  of Judgment, a 
th in g  im possib le  fo r  as u n le ss  v/e r e f e r  to  a purposo on th o  p a r t  
o f h a tu re ,  wo must th in k  of an o th er u nderstand ing . This would 
bo an understand ing  f o r  which th e  u n ity  of n a tu re  in  aoeordanoe 
w ith  p a r t ic u la r  laws would not ho c o n tin g en t. I t  would under-
(•-'Tv ••-.I
s tan d  i t s  n e c e s s ity  and th e re fo re  no t need to  have re co u rse  to  aA
s p e c ia l  p r in c ip le  in  o rder to  ex p la in  i t .  The concep tion  of a
-^srsp-ioaey of n a tu re  i s  a  p roduct o f  th e  human mind and owes i t s
o r ig in  to  d e f ic ie n c ie s  in  our f a c u l t i e s  o f c o g n itio n . T h is  fo llo w s
from  th e  f a c t  th a t  uo a s c r ib e  purposivoness to  n a tu re  only baoauso
v;0  cannot understand  how th e  u n ity  of n a tu re  in  i t s  p a r t ic u la r
laws and j z i i s  brought ab o u t. The id ea  o f a purposivoness
o f  n a tu re  would not occur- to  a superhuman being., a balwg possessed
of an  i n tu i t i v e  u aderstand ing .
This p o in t w i l l  be made c le a re r  by Kant l a t e r  in  th o  p re sen t
s e c t io n ,  bu t in  th e  f i r s t  p lace  ho t o l l s  us more about th e  p e c u lia r
n a tu re  o f th e  human understand ing . H is argumont may be s ta te d
th u s .  I t  i s  a p ro p erty  of our understanding  th a t  fo r  co g n itio n
i t ,  must proceed from th e  a n a ly tic  u n iv e rs a l ,  th a t  i s  to  say  from
concep ts to  th e  p a r t i c u la r ,  th e  givon em p irica l i n tu i t i o n .  In
t h i s  p ro cess  i t  determ ines no th ing  as reg a rd s  th e  m anifo ldness of
tfce i n t u i t i o n  b u t must leav e  t i l l s  de term in a tio n  to  tho  f a c u l ty
o f Judgment which subsumes tho  em p irica l i n tu i t io n  under tho  
( 1 )
co n c ep t, _________________________
I v - f . >£c( iM£
(1 ) I n  th e  case o f a  n a tu ra l  product th e  in tu i t io n  4-e- em p irica l 
in tu i t io n  in  th e  case o f a geom etrica l f ig u re  i t  would be 
pure i n tu i t i o n .
I t  i s  o n ly  i(u2it1 a T e rm in o lo g y  which makes i t  d i f f i c u l t  to  
u n d erstan d  him hero i t  may bo asked , How oan Kant c a l l  th o  
ooiioopts o f tho  understand ing  in c lu d in g  th o  c a te g o r ie s  ^ana ly tic  
u n iv e rc o ls?  Are hot accord ing  to  M o d o c tr in e  &3JL c on ce p ts  
r u le s  o f eystaas-?
I t  has to  ho observed th a t  th e  to r i: * an a ly tic*  h as  h e re  a 
s p e c ia l  se n se , a sense which no t in f re q u e n tly  oocuru i n  Kant 
and which has to  he determ ined p re c is e ly  i f  con fusion  i s  to  ho 
avo ided . A ll concepts of th e  understanding*, w hether em p irica l
O's'-Q r t  fx-Vv. n f  : ' • • •  t '  '
o r  ajp r io r l , ^ n ' so f a r  a s  they  determ ine th e  common c h a r a e te r i s -  
t i c s  o f th in g s  and not t h e i r  s p e c ia l  c h a r a c te r i s t ic s ,  a ro  an a lyt i c 
univoras&e-, So g a in  knowledge of th e  s p e c ia l  c h a r a c te r i s t ic s  
o f a th in g  i t  must he g iven  to  us in  experience . The s p e c ia l  
p ro p e r t ie s  o f an in d iv id u a l th in g  cannot ho d eriv ed  from i t s  
concep t^ . In  o thor wor ds  4c v/o should express i t  nowadays, a 
concept i s  an  a b s tr a c t  and no t a co n c re te  u n iv e rs a l .  To ta k e  
an  example, th e  em p irica l concept^  of a  dog cannot e x p la in  to  us 
th e  s p e c ia l  c h a r a c te r i s t ic s  of on in d iv id u a l dog. I t  can t e l l  
us no th ing  w hatever about tlio  p a r t ic u la r  n a tu re  of t h i s  in d iv id u a l 
dog. A ll i t  can p re d ic a te  of i t  - ro  p ro p e r tie s  which i t  has in  
common w ith  o th e r members of th e  same c la s s .  -If Tlie concept cf 
a dog i s  an a b s t r a c t  u n iv e rs a l . How in  th e  case of an em p irica l 
concept i t  i s  easy enough to  see why t h i s  must he so s in c e  th e  
concept has been a b s tra c te d  from in d iv id u a l in s tan ce s  and in  
p r ov ig l  i t  we have purposely n eg lec ted  a l l  s p e c ia l  c h a r a c te r i s t ic s  
o f th e  in d iv id u a l members of tho  c o n c e p t-c la s s . As re g a rd s  th e  
c a te g o r ie s  i t  i s  t ru e  th a t  thoy a re  n o t due to  a b s tra c t io n  and 
y e t  thoy aro  even more a b s tr a c t  th an  em p irica l co n cep ts . For 
thoy  can g ive  us no in d ic a tio n  w hatsoever a s  to  what th e  p a r t ic u la r
ft'Cxg
c h a r a c te r i s t i c s  of our o b je c ts  w i l l  b e . A ll^thoy oan determ ine 
p r io r  to  a c tu a l  experience i s  what w il l  be common to  a l l  o b je c ts  
o f t h i s  experience . C ategories m y  th u s  bo c a l le d  a n a ly tic
u n iv e rsa le  in  s p i t e  of th e  f a c t  th a t  i t  i s  t h e i r  very  fu n c tio n  
to  sy n th e tiz o  g iven  p ercep tio n s and th a t  w ithou t t h i s  sy n th e s is  
o b je c tiv e  oxperienco . ould ho im p o ssib le .
Of th o  fundam ental problem w ith  which th e  " C r it iq u e  of 
Judgment" i s  concerned i t  may he sa id  th a t  i t  a r i s e s  from o b se r­
v a t io n  o f th o  f a c t  th a t  th e  concepts of our understand ing  a re
a n a ly t ic  universal?}, Wo rem ind o u rse lv es  th a t  in  th e  I n t r o ­
d u c tio n  to  tho  C r itiq u e  Kant has to ld  us th a t  th o  reaso n  tho
fa c u l ty  o f  Judgment has to  d ev ise  i t s  s p e c ia l  su b je c tiv e  p r in c ip le  
o f r e f le x io n  'which makes us presuppose th a t  n a tu re  i s  a system 
acco rd in g  to  p a r t ic u la r  laws i s  th a t  th e  a p r io r i  concep ts o f th e  
und erstan d in g  cannot g uaran tee  th e  ex is ten ce  o f such a system .
S-ln co Hhey can only t e l l  us what w i l l  be th e  common c h a r a c te r i s t ic s  
o f  a l l  em p irica l o b jec ts  and th u s  th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  cannot be ex­
c luded  th a t  n a tu re  nay be a ch ao tic  agg rega te  of u n n re la ted  p a r -  
t i o u l a r  laws ahd p a r t ic u la r  th in g s  Aour fa c u l ty  o f  Judgment must 
assume i t s  p r in c ip le  according  to  which n a tu re  i s  regarded  as a 
system*
I  may h ere  quote a passage from th e  f i r s t  In tro d u c tio n  in  
which t h i s  p o in t i s  made p a r t ic u la r ly  c le a r .  I t  i s  of s p e c ia l  
i n t e r e s t  f o r  our p re se n t purpose as th e  term s " a n a ly tic "  and 
" s y n th e tic "  aro  used in  i t  in  th e  same sense a s  in  s e c t io n  77 and 
a ls o  in  th e  more u su a l sen se . "The p o s s ib i l i ty  of an experience 
in  g e n e ra l i s  th e  p o s s ib i l i t y  of em p irica l co g n itio n s  as  sy n th e tic  
Judgm ents. I t  fo llow s th a t  i t  cannot be a n a ly t i c a l ly  a b s tra c te d  
from  p e rce p tio n s  which a re  merely compared w ith  one an o th er as 
i t  i s  commonly b e lie v e d . For tho  com bination of two d i f f e r e n t  
p e rc e p tio n s  in  th e  concept o f an o b je c t f o r  th e  sake o f o o g a itio n  
o f t h i s  o b je c t i s  a sy n th e s is . This sy n th e s is  cannot make p o s s ib le  
an  em p irica l c o g n itio n , i . e .  experience in  any o th e r  way th an  
f& at i t  proceeds in  accordance w ith  p r in c ip lo s  (p r i n g j p ^ ) o f th e  
e y n th e tic  u n ity  of appearances, i . e .  p r in c ip lo s  (G rundsatsan) where­
by thoy  a ro  b rought uudor c a te g o r ie s . Those em p irica l co g n itio n s  
c o n s t i tu te  acco rd ing  to  wh&t thoy have nocos; u r i ly  in  oommon,
C \ , v..
th a t  i s  to  cay Ihoso tr<&iocendonta 1 laws of n a tu re  jvx& a n a ly t ic  
u n ity  o f a l l  experience , a'hoy do n o t c o n s t i tu te  th a t  s y n th e tic  
u n ity  <£ oxperionoe as a system  which eowbino^ under ons p r in ­
c ip le  th e  em p irica l laws oven acco rd ing  to  what i s  d i f f e r e n t  in  
thorn and whore t h e i r  m aaif o ldness nay ho in f in i t e ly  g ro a t .  Tho 
fu n c tio n  of tho  ca tego ry  in  re s p e c t  of every  s p e c ia l  (boaondror) 
experience  in  analogous to  (th o  concep tion) of th e  purpoeivenoss 
o r  a d a p ta b i l i ty  of n ..tu ro  r e l a t i v e  to  our power o f Judgment oven
c\.
i n  re sp o c t of i t s  p a r t i c u la r  laws o r concep tion  by which n a tu re*<3
i s  re p re se n te d  n o t as  m erely m echanical b u t a lso  a s  te c h n ic a l .
I t  lias to  be noted  how over th a t  t h i s  concep tion , u n lik e  tho  
ca teg o ry  does no t determ ine th e  sy n th e tic  u n ity  o b je c tiv e ly  a l ­
though i t  p rov ides uc. w ith  a su b je c tiv e  p r in c ip le  which may 
guide our enquiry  in to  n a tu re ."  (C .o f J . ,  186 £ 17JFi*hr~
( - f f - v .  C U v w  ( J f j j
Fen"
-in  th e  ex p lan a tio n  of th e  s p e c ia l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  of th i s  
passage I  must r e f e r  to  ray p rev ious discussion^. But i t  i s  i n t e r ­
e s t in g  enough to  note- h e re  th a t  I 'a n t* s  argument in  S ec tio n  77
and oven h is  term inology  ag rees p e r fe c t ly  w ith  what has been
( 1 )
s a id  by him in  th e  In tro d u c tio n ,
From what has been  sa id  i t  w i l l  have become s u f f i c ie n t ly  
c l e a r  what Kant understands by an " a n a ly t ic  u n iv e rs a l" . He goes 
on to  s t a t e  th a t  i t  i s  p o ss ib le  to  imagine (s io h  denken) an
is~ \j!si O ia .a-7
u n d erstan d in g  which beor.use i t  i,: no t dike-ota? d is c u rs iv e  but
A
i n t u i t i v e  world would proceed from th e  sy n th e tic  u n iv e rs a l  to  
th o  p a r t i c u la r  or tho  in tu i t io n a l:  i f  ■ ?H,‘- as  such to  th e
p a r t i c u l a r ,  th a t  i s  to  say from th e  whole to  ohc p a r t s ,  "Such 
an  understand ing  and i t s  re p re s e n ta tio n  of th e  whole does not
(1 ) That th e  term s "a n a ly tic "  and " sy n th e tic "  a re  used in  th e  
sonso in d ic a te d  a lready  in  th e  Cri t ique of Pure Rea son may 
bo soon from B 133/4} see e .g . B. 1 3 3 .  "The a n a ly tic  
u n ity  o f consciousness belongs to  a l l  g en e ra l concepts as 
such (haengt a l ie n  gemelnsameax Bog r i f f o n  a l s  so lohea^an ).
c o n ta in  eontingcaoy  of -olio com bination oi' th e  p a r te  in  o rd er 
th a t  a  d e f in i t e  f o r a  oi’ tlio  wkolo may bo p o s s ib le , which our 
I - ' - ? r e q u ire s  c.g i t  must procood from tlio  p a r ts  as
V  C .r • !  • 1
u n iv e rs a l ly  ««aa^3ws^ a pounds to d if fo ro n t  p o s s ib le  fo ra s  to  bo 
snbsumod under them as consequences. According to  th o  o o n s tl -
/v^ uTu ''J?tu t i o n  our understand ing  a r e a l  whole in  th&4r-oire i s  to  bo r e ­
garded as n o th in g  bu t as o ffo e t o f  th o  co n cu rren t m otive powers 
of th o  p a r t  a." (C .o f J . ,  4070;.)
i i  - f \A /  g - t f .  i a -
T his is n o t  n e a r e r  a s  d i f f i c u l t  as i t  -sfctKdc. Kant has 
exp la ined  t o  uc  in tho I n t r o d u c t i o n  t h a t  ow ing to t h o  n a tu re  of 
our u n d e r s ta n d in g  t h o r o  a r e  two t h i n g s  i n  n a tu re  w h ich  we cannot
C\rM\£x\.t
un d erstan d  n /»•- . . =• ■ a  s p e c ia l  p rin c ip le ,n a rao ly  ( a )  th a t
n a tu re  shou ld  bo a  s y s te m  accord ing  to  p a r t i c u la r  laws and (b )
Uc-JT- --cJi. 11 ■ ( ,U\
th a t  th e re  shou ld  b e fo b je c ts  to  n a tu r e  tho  whole eg -vfe&eh- i s  tho  
c o n d itio n  o f theS s p a r ts  -and v&oso p a r t s  s tan d  in  an in n e r  neo- 
e sso ry  co n n ec tio n  w ith  one a n o th e r . Tho only p r in c ip lo s  of which 
our understa iiu ing  3giov;s a re  th e  m echanical p r in c ip le s  accord ing  
to  v/hioh a whole i;: regarded  as a mere aggregate  o f  I t s  p a r ts  
olid th e re fo re  th e  f a c u l ty  cC Judgment must employ a s p e c ia l  p r in ­
c ip le  f o r  th o  ex p lanation  o f th o se  n a tu ra l  o b je c ts  v/hich must bo 
reg a rd ed  art system s , th a t  i s  to  sa y , whose p a r ts  aro  n o t merely- 
e x te rn a lly  r e la te d  to  one an o th e r. J u s t  as  to  e x p la in  to  our­
se lv e s  th o  p o s s ib i l i ty  of n a tu re  as  a  system  accord ing  to  p a r t i ­
c u la r  law s wo I s  d to  assume a s p e c ia l  p r in c ip le ,  th e  p r in c ip le  
o f a  purposivoness o r techn ique of n a tu re , so to  ex p la in  to  ou r­
se lv e s  th e  ex is ten ce  of o rg an ises  wo have to  re g a rd  thorn a s  p u r­
poses of n a tu re ,  th a t  i s  to  say a s  th in g s  which a re  no t merely 
r.oelion ically  produced.
From t h i s  we may draw a very  in te r e s t in g  co nc lu sion , i t  i s  
only  th o  human mind which accord ing  to  th e  s p e c if ic  n a tu re  of i t s  
understand ing  must employ a sp o c ia l p r in c ip le  i f  i t  i s  to  r e p re -  
se n t i t s e l f  th o  p a r ts  of a whole as both  in  t h e i r  c o n s t i tu t io n
(Bcschaf£ e n l ie i t) end com bination (Verb Indung) dependent upon 
th o  whole , An in tu i t i v e  und erstan d in g  which accord ing  to  i t s  
n a tu re  would proceed n o t from concepts to  in tu i t io n s  bu t from 
th o  i n t u i t i o n  of a ho le  as  whole to  th e  p a r ts  would n o t f in d  
i t  n ecessa ry  to  apply such a s p e c ia l  p r in c ip le  s in c e  i t  would 
no t have to  reg a rd  any such r e l a t io n  of p a r ts  and whole as 
co n tin g en t .and vh-wonl.d undor-stand- i t s -  -n e c e s s ity »a
What i s  t h i s  s p e c i a l  p r i n c i p l e  which giust be employed 
by t h e  human mind? I t  i s  t h e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e ,  which 
d e r i c e s  n a t u r a l  p ro d u c t s  from th e  I d e a  o f  t h e i r  pu rp o se .
. Accord ing  t o  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  ou r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  we canno t  
. . regard  a whole  a s  th e  r e a l  ground o f  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  i t s  
. p a r t s ,  a s  t h i s  would be s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y  i n  d i s c u r s i v e  
. knowledge ( d i s v u r s i v e  E r k e n n t n i s a r t ) . vVe must d e r i v e ,  t h e  
. p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  such - c o n n e c t io n  from an i d e a l  g round .
We cannot  but  b e l i e v e  t h a t  th e  idea  o f  t h e  yvhole, i t s  
. . r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  i n : t h e  mind o f  an i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g , ,  i s  t h e  
g round o f . p u r  ob jec t . .  In  o t h e r  words we must d e r i v e  the .
, objecfi  from,; a p u r p o s e .  "But ,  now, th e  whole world wo^-ld in  
.. t h a t  . c ase  be an e f f e c t  o f . p r o d u c t ,  t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  which 
i.s l o o k ed ,  on a s ,  th e  cause  o f . i t s  p o s s i b i l i t y . .  But t h e  p r o d u c t  
o f  a cause  whose d e te r m in in g  ground i s  mere ly  the  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  
o f . i t s  e f f e c t  i s  termed a p u rp o se .  Hence i t  f o l l o w s  t h a t  i t  s  
, i s  s im p ly  a c o n seq u e n ce . f low ing  from th e  p a r t i c u l a r  c h a r a c t e rO'z *■ : •
. p f  our  u n d e r s t a n d in g  t h a t  we should  f ig ja re  t o  our  minds t h e  
_p r o d u c t s  of  n a tu r e  as  p o s s i b i l e ,  a c c o r d in g  t o  a d i f f e r e n t  
. . type  o f  c a u s a l i t y  from t h a t  , o f  t h e  p h y s i c a l  laws o f  m a t t e r ,
. t h a t  i s ,  a s  p o s s i b l e  only  a c c o rd in g  t o  p u rp o se s  and 
f i n a l  causes' . ' ,  (C ,o f  J ,  ,408) .  ^ ; v .
I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  o b se rv e  how h e re  Kant r e f u t e s  
t h e  fundam en ta l  argument o f  dogmatic  t e l e o l o g y .  Dogmatic 
p h i l o s o p h e r s  have be l iev e d ,  a t  a l l  t im es  t h a t  th e  e x i s t e n c e  of  
o r g a n i s m s ,  i l e . such n a t u r a l  p r o d u c t s ,  a s  canno t  pe ^  _
e x p la in e d  on m echan ica l  p r i n c i p l e s ,  p ro v es  o b j e c t o v e l y  
t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a s u p e r n a t u r a l  cause  o f  n a t u r e  which, 
p ro d u ce s  t h i n g s  t o  make them se rv e  c e r t a i n  p u rp o se s .
.But Kant shews here  n o t  o n ly  t h a t  t h i s  argument i s  
i n v a l i d ,  b u t  a . ' so  t h a t  i t  i s  o n ly  owing t o  t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  
c o n d i t i o n s  o f  our  knowledge t h a t  we make u se  o f  t h e  t e l e o ­
l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e . a ± x x ±  Higher b e i n g s ,  p o s s e s se d  o f  an 
i n t u i t i v e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  would n o t  have t o  ap p ly  t h e  
t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  a t  a l l .  I t  i s  by no means ^ im p o s s ib l e  
t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  r e a l  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  a l l  n a t u r a l  p r o d u c t s  
i s  t o  be met w i th  in  th e  infcg m a t e r i a l  world  and t h a t  a 
superhuman u n d e r s t a n d in g  might  be a b l e  t o  f i n d i t  t h e r e ,  and 
i t  i s  q u i t e  im p o s s ib l e  t o  a s s e r t  w i th  any d e g re e  o f  a s s u r a n c e  
t h a t  a l l  i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g s  would f i n d  i t  im p o s s ib l e  t o  form 
a r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  unity p r e s e n t  i n  o rg an ism s  w i t h o u t  
making t h e  Idea  of  t h i s  u n i t y  i t s  producing  c a u s e ,  t h a t  i s  
w i th o u t  r e g a r d i n g  them as produced by an i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g .
Here t h e r e  i s  a  d i f f i c u l t y  a s  some o f  K a n t ’s s t a t e m e n t s  
s u g g e s t  t h a t  he b e l i e v e s  t h a t  a superhuman u n d e r s t a n d i n g  would
be a b l e  t o  e x p la in  o rganisms on th e  m echan ica l  p r i n c i p l e  a s
i t  i s  used  by u s .  T h is  however i s  n o t  and canno t  be h i s  r e a l  
o p i n i o n .  According t o  him, m echan ica l  e x p l a n a t i o n ,  a s  i t  i s  
HHsdJs used  by us ,  i s  a p r i n c i p l e  employed by t h e  human mind which 
does n o t  d e te rm in e  t h i n g s  a s  th e y  a r e  i n  t h e m s e lv e s .
I th in k  t h a t  what he means i s  t h i s .  ?/hen we c a l l  a
t h i n g  a pu rpose  o f  n a tu r e  we d e r i v e  i t  from an e x t e r n a l
c a u s e ,  from an Idea  which we suppose h a s  been p r e s e n t  in 
t h e  mind o f  an i n t e l l i g e n t  be ing  who produced i t ,  a be ing  
who i s  in d ep e n d en t  of  th e  m a t e r i a l  wor ld  and who f a s h i o n s  
m a t e r i a l  p a r t s  a cc o rd in g  t o  Id e a s  i n  h i s  mind.
But do wo in  t h i s  way ro r .l ly  e x p la in  th e  e x is te n c e  o f an 
organism ? I s  th o  a p p l ic a tio n  c f  th o  te lo o lo g ic a l  p r in c ip le  n o t 
a  co n fess io n  of our own ignorance? In  d e r iv in g  an organism  from 
a s u p e rn a tu ra l cause we t r e a t  i t  as i f  i t  wore a product of 
human a r t .  As a m atte r of f a c t ,  however, i t  i s  i n f i n i t e l y  
s u p e r io r  to  th e  products of human a r t ;  f o r  i t s  p a r ts  a re  n o t 
m erely e x te rn a lly  connected w ith  each o th e r  l ik e  th e  p a r ts  of -an 
o b je c ts  which wo oan make.
Kant has a lread y  exp lained  th e  fundam ental d i s t in c t io n  b e­
tw een human a r t  and th e  a r t  which n a tu re  d isp la y s  in  organism s 
(S e c tio n  6 1 ). wo may remind o u rse lv es o f th e  main p o in ts  of 
h i s  argum ent. In  a machine, a  p roduct of Inman a r t ,  every p a r t  
18 reg ard ed  as e x is t in g  f o r  th e  cake o f th e  o th e rs  and of tho  
w hole. In  an  organism  th e  p a r ts  not only e x is t  f o r  tho  sake o f 
one an o th e r , but a lso  produce one a n o th e r . An organism  o rg an ise s  
i t s e l f  and p o ssesses not m erely moving (bewegonde) bu t a ls o  
fo rm a tiv e  (b ild e n d e ) fo rc e . In  o th e r words i t  i s  a l iv e ,  and 
th e re fo re  "we do no t say h a l f  enough o f n a tu re  and h e r  c a p a c ity  
i n  o rg an ised  products when ive speak of th i s  c a p ac ity  as b e in g  tho  
analogue of a r t ,  2?or what i s  h ere  p re sen t to  our minds i s  an 
a r t i s t  -  a r a t io n a l  being  -  working from w ith o u t. But n a tu re ,
- on th e  c o n tra ry , o rg an ises i t s e l f  and does so in  oach sp e c ie s  of 
c i t s  o rgan ised  p ro d u cts  -  fo llow ing  a s in g le  p a t te r n ,  c e r ta in ly  
;? aa to  g e n e ra l f e a tu r e s , bu t n e v e rth e le ss  ad m ittin g  d e v ia tio n s  
c a lc u la te d  to  secure s e lf -p re s e rv a tio n  under p a r t i c u la r  eiroum - 
14s ta n c e s .  We might perhaps come n e a re r  to  th e  d e s c r ip t io n  o f t h i s  
*3 
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im p en e trab le  p ro p erty  i f  wo ’ v/ero to  Culi. i t  an  analogue o i l i f e , "  
(C .of J . ,  274).
What on in tu i t iv e  u n io r s ia n d irg  cou ld  ach ieve i s  to  pene- 
t r a t o  t h i s  p roperty  o i n a tu re  which i s  im penetrab le to  u s . I t  
oould understand  how m atte r can l i v e ,  and i t  could do so by f in d in g  
th e  causes o f l i f e  in  th e  m a te r ia l  world i t s e l f  w ithou t having to  
appeal to  an  ex te rn a l cause. She re a so n  why th o  human mind in  
ex p la in in g  c e r ta in  products of n a tu re  has to  r e s o r t  to  te le o lo g ic a l  
ex p lan a tio n s  i s  th a t  owing to  th e  lim ite d  n a tu re  of i t s  u n d erstan d ­
in g  i t  cannot r e a l ly  understand th o se  p ro d u c ts . I t  I s  'because of 
our own ignorance th a t  we have to  employ a m erely r e f le c t iv e  
p r in c ip le ,  i . e .^ a  p r in c ip le  which ex p la in s  o b je c ts  only in  r e l a t i o n  
to  our own minds and does not g ive  a s u f f ic ie n t  ex p lan a tio n  of them 
even a s  mere phenomena. " In  th e  same way wo ex p la in  tho  f a c t  th a t  
t h i s  p r in c ip le  does no t fcfpueh th e  q u es tio n  of how such th in g s  
th em se lv es , oven considered  as phenomena, a re  p o s s ib le  on th i s  
mode of p ro d u c tio n , bu t only concern  th e  es tim ate  of them p o ss ib le  
to  our u n d erstan d in g . On t h i s  view we see  a t  th e  same tim e why 
i t  i s  th a t  in  n a tu ra l  sc ien ce  we a re  f a r  from being  s a t i s f i e d  w ith  
an ex p lan a tio n  of n a tu ra l  p roducts by means of a c a u s a l i ty  acco rd ­
in g  to  pu rposes. For- in  such an  ex p lan a tio n  a l l  wo ask  f o r  i s  an 
e s tim a te  o f p h y s ic a l g en e ra tio n  adapted  to  our c r i t i c a l  f a c u l ty ,  
o r  r e f l e c t i v e  Judgment, in s te a d  of one- adapted  to  th e  th in g s  them­
se lv e s  on b eh a lf of the  determ inant Judgment." (C.o f  J . , 4 0 8 ^
T his i s  now easy to  und erstan d , and so i s  th e  nex t sen tence  
i n  which Kant d e c la re s  th a t  i t  i s  q u ite  unnecessary  to  prove th o  
e x is te n c e  of an in to l le c tu s  a rch e ty p u s. I t  i s  s u f f i c ie n t  to  show 
th a t  we a re  le d  to  th e  Idea of a  d i f f e r e n t  k ind  o f understand ing  
(in te l lo o tu s  a rch e ty p u s) in  becoming aware o f th e  co n tin g en t con­
s t i t u t i o n  o f our own. In  becoming aware o f t h i s  we c a l l  our own 
u nd erstan d in g  an in to l le c tu s  eo typus, an  understand ing  which i s  in  
need of images ( dor B lld e r  b e d u r f t ig e r  Y orstand) or a d is c u rs iv e
j p i P  f w  i f i
under s te a d in g , and we c o n tra s t  i t  w ith  an o r ig in a l  u n d e rs ta n d in g , 
an  in to l lo o tu c  archetvTmn. i t  i e s u f f i c i e n t  i f  we can  show 
t h a t  th o  Id ea  of such an I n to l l e c tu s  a rch e ty p u s does n o t in v o lv e  
a  c o n tra d ic t io n .
Kant goes on a s  fo llo w s . "Now where we c o n s id e r  a m a te r ia l  
whole and re g a rd  i t  as in  p o in t of form ( s e in e r  Form n ach )a p ro ­
d u c t r e s u l t in g  f ro n  th e  p a r ts  and t h e i r  powers and c a p a c i t ie s  of 
s e l f - i n :  -g rs t io n  (und ih r e r  K ra fte  und Vermogen s ic h  von s e lb s t  
8U y c rh indan) ( in c lu d in g  as p a r t s  any fo r e ig n  m a te r ia l  in tro d u c e d  
by th e  co o p e ra tiv e  a c t io n  of th o  o r ig in a l  p a r t s )  what we r e p r e ­
s e n t  to  o u rse lv e s  in  t h i s  way i s  a  m echan ica l g e n e ra tio n  o f th e  
w hole. But from  t h i s  view  o f th e  g e n e ra tio n  o f a  whole we oan 
e l i c i t  no concept o f a  whole as  purpose -  a  whole whoso i n t r i n s i c  
p o s s i b i l i t y  em p h a tica lly  (durchaua) p resuppose th e  Id ea  o f  a 
whole as th a t  upon which th o  v ery  n a tu re  and a c t io n  o f th o  p a r t s  
depend. Y et t h i s  i s  th e  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  wo must form  o f an  o rgan­
i s e d  body. B ut, as  has J u s t  been shown, we a re  n o t to  conclude 
from  t h i s  th a t  th e  m echanical g e n e ra tio n  o f  an o rg an ised  body 
i s  im p o s s ib le .> F o r th a t  would amount to  say in g  th a t  i t  i s  im­
p o s s ib le ,  o r ,  i n  o th e r  w ords, s e l f - c o n t r a d ic to r y , f o r  any under­
s ta n d in g  to  form  a  r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f such a  u n ity  i n  th e  co n ju n c­
t i o n  o f th o  m an ifo ld  w ith o u t a ls o  making th e  Id ea  o f t h i s  u n ity  
i t s  p roducing  c a u se , t h a t  i  , w ith o u t r e p re s e n tin g  th e  p ro d u c tio n  
a s  d e s ig n e d ."  ( C. o f J . , 408 ) .i A f te r  what has been  s a id ,  t h i s  
does n o r  r e q u ir e  an  e x p la n a tio n .
i'iiq subsequent sen tence  I f in d  v ery  d i f f i c u l t  f u l l y to  under-
: ;  /ac
stands -G at a rgues th a t  i t  would fo llow  that^m oehan ical p ro ­
d u c tio n  of organism s v;gr: im possib le  i f  uo were e n t i t l e d  to  r e ­
g a rd  m a te r ia l  beings. a s  th in g s  in  them selves, s in c e  in  th a t  case 
th o  u n ity  v.hich co n s t:] tu to r  tho  ground o f tho  p o s s ib i l i t y  of 
m a te r ia l  f  or mat ions (Slat urb  i  ldung on) v/ould "bo iv.ly-u/ tho  u n ity  
o f  sp ace , i s  i t  i s  ho-.:ever space i s  n o t tho  r e a l  ground of 
th o  g e n e ra tio n  oi* th in g s .  I t  i s  only th e i r  fo rm al c o n d itio n  and
/ivi-fl
y e t  i t  h a s ^ . in  common w ith  th e  r e a l  ground o f which we a ro  in
Sj-tr. '■■'-
se a rc h , th a t  i n - i t  no p a r t  ccn ho determ ined except i n  r e l a t i o n
4v» vJ-~A4is- :‘f  k-% tV /L  u £/ ft-*-
to  th e  vihole so th a t  tG—mfeke--pessi-bl4 -the--parts--■&£■ +-gs«©-the ;
<-J"C<h* (J ’h-* jc'\fa ,
whe-le-of spaeo'mu&i- he- re p re se n te d .
The l a s t  p a r t  o f t h i s  argument i s  no t d i f f i c u l t ,  Spuee^be­
in g  th e  fo rn a l  co n d itio n  of--thtrw ;mor y:fr ion o f th in g s  i s  s im ila r  to
th e  r e a l  ground in  th a t  th e  r e p re s e n ta t io n  o f th e  v.-hole of space
0JL1
u n d e r lie s  th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  of i t s  parts- ( dosson J o r s te l lu n g  -alee 
der  Iloegl ic h k o i t  dor T e ilo  zura C-runde l i o g t ) .  This i s  a  d o c tr in e  
w ith  which every read e r  o f tho  f i r s t  C ritiq u e  i s  f a m i l ia r .  P a r ts
of space do not e x is t  by them selves. They a ro  l im i ta t io n s  of
th e  a ll-em b rac in g  space . \c> soon as i t  i s  r e a l i s e d  th a t  space
t-.-±
i s  not a  r e a l  th in g , tha-t-4%-±s only a r e p re s e n ta t io n , i t  i s  easy
i'- -vv/-
to  see  why t h i s  -sight be so .
-  r ..-a-.mure.. farm- of- -our-repreeeiite tio ii^  The re p re se n ts  t io n
of tho  wholo o f space i s  o r i g i n a l ,  t h o  r e p re s e n ta t io n  o f p a r ts  i s  
d e riv a tiv e^  as we con ro p ro so n t to  o u rse lv es  p a r ts  of space only 
by l im i t in g  our ropro  front a t  ion  of th e  whole of i t .
See C .P.R . " I n  tho  f i r s t  p lace  wo can ro p ro sen t to
o u rse lv es only one space , and i f  we speak of d iv e rse  sp aces , 
we mean th e reb y  only p a r ts  o f tho  one -nd th e  same unique 
sp c e . secondly , th o se  p a r ts  cannot proceed th e  o n e -a i l -  
embracing space , a s  being  as i t  were c o n s ti tu e n ts  out of which 
i t  can bo composed; on tho  co n tra ry  they can be thought only 
in  i t  and th e re fo re  th e  g e n e ra l concept o f sn aces , depends 
so le ly  on ( th e  in tro d u c tio n )  of l im i t a t io n s ,17
iJhat Kant t o l l s  us h ero  ah out th e  p ro p e r t ie s  oi* space r e ­
garded  as a  mere ro p re s o n ta t io n  p i l l  hopevos* g iv e  us very l i t t l e  
h e lp  f o r  th e  understand ing  of h is  main argum ent^  Jilio q u es tio n  
which ho i s  hero  d isc u ss in g  i s :  What v/ould fo llo w  i f  space were
aot-a-4aor-o-r-eg3?eaesrtfttion i t  -were n o t merely © fo rm al c o n d itio n  
of appearances h u t a  r e a l  ground of th in g s  in  them selves? H is 
answer i s  t h a t  in  th a t  case  we should  ho e n t i t l e d  to  a s s e r t  th a t  tt~*. 
m echanical p ro d u c tio n  o f organisms was im possib le . v/hy v/ould 
t h i s  he so? Because in  such a case tho  u n ity  of n a tu ra l  p ro ­
ducts would he tho  un ity  o f space , i . o .  e x te rn a l u n ity . I f  space 
were real and tho  th in g s  in  i t  th in g s  in  theinselves^then  the 
parts of space would he co n d itio n s  of th e  whole of 3pace and 
th e  p a r ts  of a  th in g  in  i t  would he th o  co n d itio n s  of th o  e x is ­
tence of th e  whole th in g .  In  o th e r  words all p ro d u c tio n  of 
th in g s  would ho due to  a mere assem blage o f - i t s  p a r t s .  A whole 
would he a  more r e s u l t  of th o  coming to g e th e r  of tho  c a r t s .  I f  
a whole i s  to  hoAconditionpU  %  tho  ex is ten ce  of i t s  p a r ts  and
i f  th e re  i s  to  he an  in n e r  connection  of p a r ts  and whole p r e s a i t
tVi'cl /S
in  an o b je c t an d 4 Mg 4 e  th o  v ery  th in g  we -bsorvo in  organism s, 
th e n  th o  p ro d u c tio n  o f th i s  o b jec t must he a sc rib ed  to  a s p e c ia l  
p r in c ip le .  The r e a l  ground of th e  o b jec t cannot he met w ith  in  
th e  m a te r ia l o b je c t. I t  must be a t t r ib u te d  to  an  e x te rn a l agen t 
who produced i t  in te n t io n a l ly .
i I t  may be askodj however why i t  should be im possib le  to  
a s c r ib e  to  th e  . .n te r ia l  world regarded  a s  a th in g  in  i t s e l f  b o th  
p ech an ica l and te le o lo g ic a l  c a u s a l i ty ,  why i t  should be s e l f -  
O o n trad ic to ry  to  a s s e r t  th a t  c e r ta in  th in g s  belonging  to  th i s  
w orld  owed t h e i r  o r ig in  to  o th e r  th a n  m echanical cau ses . To 
t h i s  q u es tio n  Kant' does n o t g ive © d e f in i t e  answer^but I  thinlc it  
P o ss ib le  to  guess what h is  argument v/ould b e la id  I  s h a l l  try to 
State i t .
V
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r  -  (,
f  wo re g a rd  th o  m a te r ia l  world a s  a  t h i r g  i n  i t s e l f  and 
i f  a t t r i b u t e  roc.l e x is te n c e  to  space w© must b 3 liev o  th a t
{.!'-?■ : ; •4WC.
.11 m a te r ia l  o b je c ts  r;;o th o i r  e x is te n c e  to  a ;  -■ , a
• > •' • '• • »
coming uogothor o i th o i r  p a r t s ,  to  a m erely m echanical com bination 
How th e re  aro  o o rtr .in  m a te r ia l  obJectiT  £organism s? which cannot 
be ex p la in ed  in  t h i s  manner and which wo must th e re fo re  d eriv e
iftvt T'Ait
from s. s p e c ia l  p r in c ip le  t t e l e o lo g ic a l  p r in c ip le  c o n tra ­
d ic ts  our f i r s t  a s s o r t io n  th a t  a l l  M a te ria l o b je c ts  a ro  produced 
m ech an ica lly «
There a r is e s  however a row d i f f i c u l t y  'Jo have seen  th a t
wh (u y-i vV.tv/"
Kant s e i^  out to  prove th a t  ft-wae- ia^-esa-ibie to  a s s e r t  th a t
m echanical p roduction  of organisms was im p o ssib le . He has Ju s t 
shown us vdiy th i s  v i z ,  because th e  m a te r ia l  world
i s  th e re  appearance and not a th in g  in  i t s e l f .  I t  must be asked,  L f ,
^  however why ho ..-.a to  prove th i s  a t  .11. hoes he b e lie v e  th a t  
th o  m echanical c a u sa tio n  i s  th e  r e a l  ground of every ev en t in  
th o  m a te r ia l  world and th a t  in  th e  l a s t  r e s o r t  ovory th ing  in  
th e  m a te r ia l  world in  determ ined by m echanical laws? I  do no t 
b o lio v o  th a t  t h i s  r e a l ly  i s  h i s  op in io n . lie b e l i eve however^ 
(a )  th a t  th e  te le o lo g ic a l  p r in c ip le  which must make an appeal to  
e x te rn a l causes fo r  th e  ex p lan a tio n  of m a te r i- l  p ro cesses  i s  a
J dr£t- civ It
^ p r in c ip le  wh ich  3s ap p lied  by f i n i t e  minds # e r  th e  ex p lan a tio n  
of phenomena /which they  c-nnot f  l l y  understand , and (b) th a t  th e
/O'-'- rvi^ Ai
m echanical s in c e  i t  n e c e s s a r ily  a p p lie s  to  every phenomenal 
o b je c t ,  i s  su p e rio r  to  i t ,  l ie  does not b e lio v o  th a t  m echanical 
c a u sa tio n  as i t  i s  conceived by f i n i t e  human minds i s  th e  r e a l  
ground of m a te r ia l  p ro c e sse s . This r e a l  ground o f th in g s  must 
be sought in  th e  su p e rse n s ib le  o f which ue have no knowledge,
To so lve  th e  antinomy between m echanical and te le o lo g ic a l  n r in -
*'■!(<» 4
c ip le s  we have to  assume th a t  th e re  I s  a  h ig h e r  p r in c ip le ^  to  bo 
met w ith  in  th e  supors e n s i b l e I s  d lfJh ro n l f r e a  b o th . This 
p r in c ip le  would c o n ta in  th e  r e a l  grounds of phenomena, i t  would
K S ;  ,  I' * - ' '  '-'<4 M . L U  ■? t~
a lso  e x p la in  a v ^ ffn ite ^ -w in d s - in  Jud .ing  n a tu re  employ two 
d i f f e r e n t  p r in c 1 ples^^jA y To und e r s t  nd n a tu re  as  tln  o b je c t of 1
sense as determ ined *by necessary  u n iv e rs a l  1 s , we have to
O' i-r-
Judi. e i t  acco rd in '; to  uochanier.1 law s, -*ftd to  ex p la in  to  t h ea— 
so lv es  tlio u n ity  o f n a tu re  in  accordance w ith  p a r t ic u la r  laws 
and^raalne^tiie s p e c if ic  n a tu re  of c e r ta in  n a tu r a l  forms fo rg c x im s )
(a'« /pi-tv-
in te± 3 ± g ih lo  they have to  Judge i t  t e l e o lo g ic a l ly .
( C-: ■ / ( ' • -  S
"B at th e n  i t  i s  a t  l o r  n t  p o s s ib l e  t o  r e g a r d  th e  m a te r i a l  
w o rld  a s  s o r e  phenomenon rnd  t o  th in k  so m e th in g  w hich i s  n o t 
©^phenomenon nam ely - t h i n g - i n - i t  s e l f  a s  i t s  s u b s t r a t e .  And 
t h i s  T:0  nay  r e s t  upon c o rre sp o n d in g  i n t u i t i o n  ( d ie s  era ah o r  
e in e  c o rre sp o n d lo re n d e  i n t e l l o c t u & l l e  in s  charting  o u t e r 3 '"A1 -• )
a l b e i t  i t  i s  n e t  th e  i n t u i t i o n  we o s s e s s .  I n  t h i s  way a
7 v  t -A.
s u p e r s e n s ib le / - a ^ r l  a lth o u g h  f o r  us unknowable^ would bo p ro c u re d  
f o r  n a tu r e  and f o r  th e  n a tu r e  o f  w hich we o u r s e lv e s  fo rm  a  p a r t .  
E v e ry th in g  th e r e f o r e  w hich i s  n e c e s s a ry  i n  t h i s  n a tu r e  a s  a n  
o b je c t  o f s e n se  we sh o u ld  e s t im a te  a c c o rd in g  t o  ra e c h a n io a l la w s . 
B ut th e  a c c o rd  and  u n i ty  o f  th o  p a r t i c u l a r  law s and  o f  t h e i r  
r e s u l t i n g  s u b o rd in a te  fo rm s w hich we m ust doom c o n t in g e n t  i n  
r e s p e c t  o f  m ech an ica l law s -  th e s e  t h in g s  w hich e x i s t  i n  n a tu r e  
a s  a n  o b je c t  o f  Reason and in d e e d  n a tu r e  i n  i t s  e n t i r e t y  a s  a  
sy s te m , we sh o u ld  c o n s id e r  i n  th e  l i g h t  o f  t h e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  la v /s . 
Thus we sh o u ld  e s t im a te  n a tu r e  on two k in d s  o f  p r i n c i p l e s .  The 
m ec h an ica l e x p la n a t io n  v/ould n o t  bo e x c lu d ed  by th e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  
a s  iff th e  two r r i n c j p l e s  c o n tr a d ic te d  one a n o th e r ."  (C .o f  J . ,
4 0 9 ) ‘ i J i  ■
^K an t w i l l  t e l l  us ab o u t th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  th e  raechan-
. cvw1. '■■dcJ. vf C g c
l o a l ^ p r i n e i p l e s y i n  th o  su b s e q u o n t - s e o t i cn  and  h e  w i l l  make c l e a r e r
why h e  b e l i j v e s  t h a t  to  make them  c o m p a tib le  w ith  one a n o th e r
# e  have  t o  r e f e r  t o  th e  s u p e r s e n s ib le .
V/e may now t u r n  t o  th e  l a s t  p a ra g ra p h  o f  S e c t io n  7 7 . which  
j JLJdb. f
f e j f e r s  -»o d i f f i c u l t i e s ,
' hni
t-h«s
. tp  %
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t h a t  i t  h a s  b e e n  ohorsx o bho rw ioe- we ■ might--- e ^ ily :..h g .v c  
•ooniaBt^’-ed-n&t have* -b<?e» able- to-p^rseve^-with- •»—-G-eist&ialy
i\'-t 'Me '■•■' ■ --i *•.
^ th a t  w h ile  th e  p r a ^ - i ^ - l  p r i n c i p l e  i s  e o n s is  w  '.vitli th e  t e l e o -  
l o c i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  i t  c an  n e v e r  s u p p la n t  th e  l a t t e r ^ V / e  nay 
a p p ly  a l l  th e  law s o f  m e c h a n ic a l gene.- a t  Io n  t o  th o  e s t im a te  o f 
an o rg an ism  and may even  hope t o  mafce good p ro g r e s s  i n  d o in g  s o .
And y e t  v/e can. n e v e r  g e t  r i d  o f th e  a p p e a l  t o  a  co m p le te ly ' d i f f e r e n t
v / f J . j  C e ttW d h A - CVo-C,/.'*' I-*: /:>
s o u rc e  o f  g e n e r a t io n  f o r  th ft p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  ouch a  p ro d u c t  o f  n a tu r e
i'
I t  i s  u t t e r l y  im p o s s ib le  f o r  human R e aso n , o r  f o r  any  f i n i t e  . 
R eason g i i a l i t a t i v e l y  resam p lin g ' t o otrrr ,  how ever much i t  may 
s u rp a s s  i n  d e g re e , t o  hope to  u n d e rs ta n d  th e  g e n e r a t io n  oven 
of a  "blade o f  g r a s s  from  m ere ly  m e c h a n ic a l c a u s e s .  F o r  i f  
Judgm ent f i n d s  th e  o lo o lo g iu a l ; menus o f  c a u se s  an d  e f f e c t s  
q u i t e  iM is p e n s a h lo  f o r  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y ^  o f  a n  o h ja c t  l i h e  
t h i s ,  he  i t  o n ly  f o r  th e  p u rp o se  o f  s tu d y in g  i t  u n d er t h e  g u id ­
a n ce  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  and i f  a  g round  in v o lv i .ig  r e l a t i o n  to  p u rp o se s  
and  a d e q u a te  f o r  e x te r n a l  o b j e c t s ,  a l t o g e t h e r  e lu d e s  u s ,  so
. JU,
t h a t  we a r e  e o n p e llo d  a lth o u g h  t h i s  g ro an g  4 Avos- i n  n a tu r e  t o
l^ aJCCxa
loolc f o r  i t  i n  th e  3Uperge.xiBiblo s u b s t r a t e  o f  r o u t i n e ,  a l l  p o s s ­
i b l e  i n s i g h t  i n t o  w hieh i s  ,  how ever, c u t  o f f  fro m  u s : i t  i s  
im p o s s ib le  f o r  t o  o b ta in  any  e x p la n a t io n  a t  th e  h an d  o f  n a tu r e  
i t s e l f  to  a cc o u n t f o r  any s y n th e s i s  d i s p i r t i n g  p u rp o s iv e n e s s  
(a u s  d o r H a tu r  se lD .O h o rg en o ra ie tto  ^ h ia e r u n g s g r u e n d e  f u e r
f w. JcJ\
Zweelcver"bindungen un -oo-ioeg£ea-).  So "by th e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  o f  o u r 
human f a c u l ty  o f huov.'ledge i t  becomes n e c e s s a ry  to look for the
hi i vU. ,vc-i-p
suprem e so u rc e  o f t h i s  f i n a l i t y - i n  a n  o r i g i n a l  u n d e rs ta n d in g  as
//
the c a u se  of th e  world. (C .o f  J ♦ , ^09 , ^ 1 0 ^
\ fUxd / s  Ul^c. l/ij6L^L f\$ £cvl^ X/  i-r~\ l.Vf; th i .w x f
C f n A u X  t  v i , « . v C , w  ^ A . C ~ l '± u J .  ,
H aving  fo l lo w e d  K an t'  a d o c t r i n e  o f  t h e  i n t u i t i v e  u n d e rs te n d ­
in g  i n  d e t a i l ,  wo o ay  f o o l  t h e r e  a ro  nany q u e s t io n s  v;o s h o u ld  l i k e  
t o  h a v e  an sw ered . F o r  i n s t a n c e ,  i t  w ould bo  q u i t  a n a t u r a l  t o  a s k :  
I s  oil i n t u i t i v e  und ? rs t  m d in g  a c c o rd in g  t o  K ant a  f a c u l t y  t h a t> J  A
enay  knows th in g s  I n  a  way d i f fo r o n t  from our own o r  does i t
a l s o  produce i t s  own o b je c ts ?  F urther a r e  th e r e  s e v e r a l  I n t u i t iv e
'■} ~ 
understandings^w hich imow th e  th in g s  In  th e m se lv e s  .
!  iv J - M x iS u d  cv <^ t f  3 /7 )
o r  i s  a n  i n t u i t i v e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  a  f a c u l t y  which, c a n  b e  a t t r i ­
b u te d  t o  God a lo n e ?
!To nono o f  t h e s e  q u e s t io n s  does K ant g iv e  us any answ er and  
I  t h in k  ho h a s  v e ry  good r e a s o n s  fox- n o t  even  r a i s i n g  thorn. Wo 
n eed  o n ly  c o n s id e r  f o r  a  moment t h a t  i n  h i s  v iew  a n  i n t u i t i v e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  would h e  a  f a c u l ty  o f  know ledge c o m p le te ly  in d e -
(./■  3 . ^ 1 v j ’ I .
p e n d en t o f  s e n s i b i l i t y .  How, s in c e  tim e  and sp a c e  a r e  fortog^and 
a s su c h  b e lo n g  t o  th e  f i n i t e  m ind a lo n e  and  c a n n o t b e  m et w ith  
i n  t h e  know ledge p o s s e s s e d  by axi i n f i n i t e  b e in g ,  i s  t h e r e  any 
s e n s e  in  a s k in g :  h o es  a n  i n t u i t i v e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  Jaiotv i t s  o b je c ts  
in  a  way d i f f e r e n t  fro m  our- own ox1 does i t  a l s o  make them ? su c h  
a q u e s t io n  v/ould b e  m e a n in g le s s , -ers when we say  o f  a  th in g  t h a t  
i t  was made we mean t h a t  t h e r e  was a  t im e  whoa i t  d id  n o t  e x i s t ,  
and t h a t  i t  was b ro u g h t i n to  b e in g  a t  some l a t e r  t im e .  The p ro­
c e s s  o f  m aking c a n n o t be u n d e rs to o d  by us i n  any  o th e r  way th a n  
a s a  p ro c e s s  t a k in g  p la c e  i n  t im e .
F u r t h e r ,  c an  we h av e  any  c o n c e p tio n  o f t h e  o b j e c t s  of an 
i n f i n i t e  power o f  know ledge? C e r ta in ly  n o t ,  f o r  th e y  w ould n ot b e  
o b je c t s  a t  a l l  i n  th e  s e n se  i n  w hich  we sp eak  o f  o b j e c t s .  They 
would n o t  b e  m ere ly  g iv e n  to  th e  mind w hich  knows th em , f o r  ob­
j e c t s  w hich a r e  m ere ly  g iv e n  c o u ld  n e v e r  b e  f u l l y  known. Sven 
th e  q u e s t io n  w h e th er t h e r e  would be s e v e r a l  o b je c ts  o r  o n ly  one 
would be m e a n in g le ss  a s  " o n e n e ss” and " p l u r a l i t y "  a r e  c o n c e p ts  
w h ich  h av e  moaning o n ly  f o r  f i n i t e  m inds and  a r e  u se d  by them  f o r  
th e  know ledge o f g iv e n  a s t e r n a l  o b j e c t s .  And can  we reason ab ly  
a sk : I s  t h e r e  only  one s u b je c t  t h a t  knows th in g s  i n t u i t i v e l y ,  or  
m ore th an  o n e , t h a t  i s  to  s a y ,  i s  th e r e  o n ly  one o r  are  th e re  
s e v e r a l  i n t u i t i v e  u n d e rs ta n d in g s?
Of a l l  th e s e  q u e s t io n s  which we have  r a i s e d ,  and we cou ld  
have r a is e d  many more, Kant would have thought th a t  th e y  were 
m ea n in g le ss . H is purpose in  p u ttin g  forw ard h is  d o e tr in e  o f  th e  
i n t u i t i v e  understanding' i s  t o  make c le a r  t h e  n atu re  o f  human
k n o w led g e . Ho n e v e r  c la im s  Joo h av e  any i n s i g h t  i n to  th e  n a tu r e  
o f  a  know ledge fu n d a m e n ta lly  d i f f e r e n t  fro m  o u r own and  lie i s  
c o n v in c e d  t h a t  no human ’b e in g  c a n  have  i t .  2 ho p u rp o se  -which
th e  " Id e a 1' o f  a n  i n t u i t i v e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  s e rv e s  i s  n o t t o  g iv e  
us know ledge o f  s u p e r s e n s ib le  o b je c ts  o r  t o  make us com prehend 
th e  n a tu r e  o f  a  superhum an f a c u l t y  o f know ledge. i t  i s  human 
know ledge w hich  v/e a r e  t r y i n g  t o  u n d e rs ta n d  an d  th e  Id e a  o f  a n  
i n t u i t i v e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  s e r v e s  a  u s e f u l  p u rp o se  when i t  makes 
u s  r e a l i s e  t h a t  w hat i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h e  human m ind i s  t h a t
t a i l  _^by moans o f  moro t h in k i n g .  A l l  human know ledge depends on 
th e  c o o p e ra t io n  o f  u n d e rs ta n d in g  an d  i n t u i t i o n  w hich a r e  s e p a r a te  
an d  i r r e d u c i b l e  e le m e n ts  i n  i t .
T h is  i s  t h e  fu n d a m e n ta l C r i t i c a l  d o c t r i n e .  T he C r i t i q u e  
o f  P u re  R eason lia s  sh o rn  and  th o  C r i t iq u e  o f  P r a c t i c a l  R eason 
and  th e  C r i t iq u e  o f  Judgm ent have c o n firm ed  th e  v iew  t h a t  th e  
human mind i s  a  f i n i t e  mind and t h a t  a b s o lu te  know ledge i s  
d e n ie d  to  i t .  V/e can  have no know ledge o f  a n y th in g  b u t  th o  
phenom enal w o rld . And yot^ a s  h a s  a lso jb  een  shown .tho Id e a  o f  
so m e th in g  beyond  th e  w o rld  o f  more a p p e a ra n c e s  i s  n e c e s s a ry  and 
v/e m ust assum e th e  e x is te n c e  o f a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  w o rld , f o r  how 
c o u ld  we sp e a k  o f  a  s e n s ib l e  w orld  w hich wo c a n  know u n le s s  wo 
assum ed th e  e x is te n c e  o f  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  w o rld  w hich v/e c an n o t
To o b ta in  a  f u l l  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  th e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  o u r 
phenom enal w o rld  we have  to  c o n t r a s t  i t  w ith  a  w o rld  o f  th in g s  
i n  th e m se lv e s  and to  u n d e rs ta n d  th e  n a tu r e  o f  o u r f i n i t e  know­
le d g e  w hich  depends on u n d e rs ta n d in g ^  and i n t u i t i o n  we c o n t r a s t  
i t  w ith  a n  I n f i n i t e  power o f  know ledge w hich  would know them  by 
fceans of u n d e rs ta n d in g  a lo n e  o r  by means o f  i n t u i t i o n  a lo n e .
B u t, J u st a s  l i t t l e  -as- we can  have «. c l e a r  c o n c e p tio n  o f  th o  
n a tu r e  o f  th in g s  i n  th e m s e lv e s , i^ e .^  o b je c ts  in d e p e n d e n t o f
i t s  u n d e rs ta n d in g  :L d i s c u r s iv e  and t h a t  know ledge c an n o t b e  a t -
know
j
t h e  human m ind , we can  have  - i t  o f  a n  i n f i n i t e  know ledge, a  know­
le d g e  w hich w ould "bo o b ta in e d  by an  i n t . l l e c t u a l  i n t u i t i o n  o r  
on  i n t u i t i o n  u n d e rs ta n d in g ,
K an t’ s d o c t r in e  o f  t h e  i n t u i t i v e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  i s  not a
t A f I f - J t  , / C
d o g m atic  m e tap h y s i cr. 1  -pr^e-fci-cer. i t  i s  p a r t  o f a  c r i t i c a l  i n -  
v e s t i g a t i o n  in to  t h h  n a tu r e  o f  human Knowledge and  i t  i s  p u t  
fo rw a rd  by him  f o r  t h e  s o l u t i o n  o f  a  s p e c i a l  p rob lem  r e g a r d in g
th e  n a tu r e  o f  th is .  K now ledge,  v/e a r e  c a l l e d  upon t o  s o lv e  th e
h-* h  -T
p ro b lem : "How a r e  we to  e x p la in  - i t  t h a t  i n  i t s  s tu d y  o f  n a tu r e  
th e  human m ind c m  and in  f a c t  m ust employ two t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  
p r i n c i p l e s ?
K ant i s  c o n v in c ed  t h a t  i t —its o n ly  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l  p h ilo so p h y
fir
i * e ,  a  p h ilo s o p h y  w hich d e n ie s  f o r  th e  human mind a l l  Knowledge
o f  a b s o lu te  r e a l i t y  and y e t  does n o t  deny th e  e x is te n c e  o f  such
feu.j
a  r e a l i t y  w hich  can  s o lv e  the- p rob lem .
By r e f e r r i n g  b o th  th e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  end th e  m ec h an ica l p r in ­
c i p l e s  t o  th e  unknown s u p e r s e n s ib le  and  th u s  r e a l i s i n g  th a t  
n e it h e r  o f  thorn g iv e s  un Knowledge o f a b s o lu te  r e a l i t y ,  we can  
s o lv e  th e  an tinom y betw een  them . A dogm atic  p h i lo s o p h y , i . o ,
Ax'.a Jy’
a  p h ilo s o p h y  w hich would ^ a t t r i b u t e  t o  c i t h e r  th e  m e c h a n ic a l or
( I  r.
th e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r in c ip le s  a b s o lu te  v a l id i ty ^ -  .And th u s r e g a rd  
them as p r i n c i p l e s  a p p l ic a b le  t o  th in g s  i n  th e m se lv e s  v/e would 
be unable t o  r e c o n c i l e  th e n  w i th  one a n o th e r  and  w ould be in ca p a b le  
o f  e x p la in in g  how th e  human mind can  i n t e r p r e t  n a t u r a l  o b je c ts  
i n  two t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  w ays.
K ant w i l l  t e l l  us more about th e  m echanical and t e l e o lo g ie s !  
p r in c ip le s  in  th e  n ext s e c t io n ,  th e  l a s t  s e c t io n  o f th e  C r itiq u e  
o f  Judgment w ith  w hich we s h a l l  d e a l.
At th e  b e g in n in g  o f  t h i s  s e c t i o n  Kant propounds th e  
f o l l o w in g  a rgu m en t .  I t  i s  o f  t h e  u tmost  im p o r ta n c e  t o  
Reason t o  keep  in  v iew t h e  mechanism o f  n a t u r e ,  f o r  a p a r t  
from t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  mechanism no r e a l  i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  
n a t u r e  o f  t h i n g s  can he o b t a i n e d .  I f  v/e say t h a t  a supreme 
a r c h i t e c t  has  e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  c r e a t e d  t h e  forms o f  n a t u r e  
i n  t h e  way t h e y  have e x i s t e d  from a l l  t i m e ,  or  t h a t  he 
h a s  p r e d e t e r m in e d  th o se  which in  t h e  c o u rs e  o f  n a t u r e  
c o n t i n u a l l y  conform t o  th e  same model,  ou r  knowledge o f  
n a t u r e  i s  n o t  f u r t h e r e d  i n  th e  s l i g h t e s t ,  s i n c e  we can have 
no knowledge w h a tso ev e r  o f  t h e  manner in  which such  a 
supreme b e in g  would a c t ,  or  o f  h i s  I d e a s  which a r e  supposed  
t o  c o n t a i n  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  p r o d u c t io n  o f  o b j e c t s  in  
n a t u r e .  I t  i s  im p o s s ib l e  t o  e x p l a i n  a n y th in g  i n  n a t u r e  by 
s t a r t i n g  from th e  Id ea  o f  God ana^frcm above downwards,
(und von deroselben-von oben h e r a b .  d i e  Matur n i c h t  
e r k l a r e n  k o n n e n ) . I t  i s  e q u a l ly  im p o s s ib l e  t o  t a k e  the  
o p p o s i t e  c o u rse  and prove  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a supreme 
b e in g  from our e m p i r i c a l  o b s e r v a t i o n  o r  p u rp o se s  of  
n a t u r e ,  s i n c e  in  t h a t  case  we should  f a l l  i n t o  a p e t i t i o  
p r i n c i p i i .  We should p resuppose  t h a t  x c e r t a i n  t h i n g s  in  
n a t u r e  a r e  p u rp o se s ,  which i s  t h e  very t h i n g  we s e t  o u t  
t o  p ro v e .  The e x i s t e n c e  o f  a cause  a c t i n g  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  
w i th  p u rp o se s  cannot be proved e i t h e r  a p r i o r i  o r  a
p o s t e r i o r i , .
Whether we p re te n d  t o  prove i t  from s B k i b b
above downwards (von_oben h e r a b) o r  from below upwards 
(von u n te n  h i n a u f ) , i ^ w h e t h e r  we s t a r t  w i th  t h e  Idea  
o f  a supreme b e in g  and d e r iv e  i t  from n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  
o r  i n f e r  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of a supreme Being from our  e x p e r i e n c e  
of  n a t ' u r a i  o b j e c t s ,  we should be c h e a t i n g  Reason w i t h  mere word
n o t  t o  frorti- j:  t h e  f- e t  tbv1 when w i th  t h i n  s o r t  of
c x p l ' - n a t i o n  vo got  l o s t  ir- t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t  sy.here where
our  knowledge o f  n a t u r e  c ann o t  f o l l o w ,  Resson i s  temnted
i n t o  p o e t i c o  1 e x t r a v a g a n c e  which i t  i s  i t s  p reem inen t
v o c a t io n  t o  ' . v o id ,  ( d i e  V e rnu n f t  d i c h t e r i s c h  schw-armen
v e r l e i t e t  wir d ,  we lches  zu v s r ’nu ten  e ben tfhr-e v o r z u g l i c h s t e
Bestlmroung i stj?V ( C .o f  J . , 4 I
The most i m p o r t a n t  o o i n t  h e re  i s  t h a t  Kant
e x p r e s s e s  once more h i s  c o n v i c t i o n  t h a t  th e  m ech an ica l
p r in c ip le s - -  a r e  th e  fundam en ta l  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  n a t u r a l
s c i e n c e ,  t h e  only p r i n c i p l e s  which g iv e  us  a r e a l  i n s i g h t
i n t o  n a t u r a l  phenomena. T h is  i s  so because  t h e y  remain
w i t h i n  t h e  sp h e re  of  mere n a t u r e  and do no t  d e r i v e
n a t u r a l  phenomena from s u p e r n a t u r a l  c a u s e s  o f  which t h e
human mind can have no knowledge.  Although in  the
C r i t i c iu e  o f  Judgment he f u l l y  r e a l i s e s  t h e  im p o r tan c e  and
n e c e s s i t y  o f  the  t e l e o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e ,  t h i s  does  n o t
t h a t
make him g ive  up h i s  b e l i e f  i n  t h e  m echan ica l '  p r i n c i p l e ,  a 
p r i n c i p l e  which ks r e c o g n i s e e s  none but  n a t u r a l  c a u s e s ,  
i s  t h e  b a s i c  r r i n c c p l e  of  our  enq u i ry  i n t o  n a t u r e .  As 
soon a s  the  human mind l o s e s  s i g h t  o f  t h e  n a t u r a l  c au se s  
o f  t h i n g s ,  no i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h i n g s  can be 
a t t a i n e d ,  Chen we a p p ea l  f o r  t h e  e x p la n a t i o n  o f  phenomena 
t o  s u p e r n a t u r a l  cau ses  we g e t  l o s t  i n  a t r a n s c e n d e n t  
sp h e re  where our knowledge of n a t u r e  c ann o t  f o l l o w .
( C .o f  J . . 4 IQVq
I
_ id e u lm * ahd. Xer^ikmLvhr in -h iix  rtm a sd a iio s ix /
N^ocopr,# sh iv  a  I s  ozw.ri oil c l  t h e  text uiici t r a n s l a t e s :  “ih u s  /  
e c ^ i r i c i e t i  ..s devoid. o f th o  p o p u l . r i  .y o f  ixuihse e n d o n iu ^ iy  
i  d e a j^ s la g  Reas on , ; /
BuK t h e r e  i s  no r e a s o n  w h a te v e r  vhy th e  t e x t  site a id  he 
a l t e r e d  an d  I  etui do h o t t e r  th a n  y u o to  uoor-land* s / e x p la n a t io n  
o f  t h e  p a s s a g e . ho sa y s  on page 523 o f  h i s  e d i t i o n :  :"I'hc
s e n te n c e  m e a n s : \ th e  e m p ir ic ism  o f t r a a s c o n d o ^ ta l ly  i d e a l i s i n g  
R eason  i s  d o v e id  6' ^ a l l  p o p u l a r i ty ,  w h ic ly iG  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  
t h e  dogm atism  o f  tro rW e e n d e n ta lly  id e a l i s in ; ; ;  R eason , i’r a n -  
s o e n d e n ta l ly  id e a l i s in iN ^ e a s o n  i s  ouch  a s  ma :es o f  th e  Id o a s  a 
p o s i t i v e  (Dogmatism) o r  n e g a t iv e  ( ^ p i r i c i a m )  t ra n s c e n d e n t& l 
u s e . ” \ s
I  t h in k  t h i s  i s  p r e c i s  e l ^ k n a t  leant means and when we now 
r e v e r t  t o  o u r s e c t i o n  r e  shaiLL n o i \b o  s u r p r i s e d  t h a t  R an t t o l l s  
us t h a t  j u s t  a s  i t  i s  o f  e n d le s s  im pb^tanco  to  R eason n o t  zc  
o v e r lo o k  aochon ism , " i t / i s  a n  e q u a l ly  n e c e s s a ry  maxim o f  R eason  
n o t  to  o v e rlo o k  th e  p r i n c i p l e  c f  p u rp o se s  ' i n  t h e  p ro d u c ts  o f  
n a t u r e . ” (C .o f  J / t 4 1 1 ) .
I t  i s  o f c o u rs e  n o t ”t r a n c e e n d e n ta l ly  i d e a l i s i n g ” R eason
o f  w hich ICantjLn th in k in g  h e re . For i t  i s  n o t a s s m -te d  t h a t  
/  V
e i t h e r  th o  mechanic.!-.! o r th e  te le o lo g ic a l  p r in c ip le  w^re a b s o l ­
u te ly -  v a l i d  th a t  thoy determ ined th e  th in g s  as th e y  a r e \ i n  
th e m s e lv e s . I -  is  a  m aso n  which has been nude su b je c t v* 
c r i t i c a l  exam ination. I t  assumes tho  to lo o lo g ic a l  p r in c ip le
rc-w ax iw  *.n&-does -not b e l i e v e  th a v  i t  c o u ld  by means w hibh 
galn e  th o  t t a H ^ - vhcnoo lvea . ^  h u n t goes on to  e x p la in  t h a t
w h . '  ( '■ '»  - l i o  a  v X  a - C - - r = i  t &  - f t w
a l th o u g h  th e  p r i n c i p l e  of th o  pu rpos-eo i n  p ro d u c ts  o f  n a tu r e  does
n o t  make
/U f * U x £ u v »  if '^ vew«_ A u tw s  / t u x -  t / ^ j
t h e  ^n,i n i -x --Bnoh SMlQh-ta^ d a c ifer--€»’i f ]"i MftiuL^ p ynity in n r  e cna.-
W - —ftnnanuel  ICant'*g--“er ?ro , oa» iflmot C aooirer :
Trnl . T T T f t d  rtVhe>7»-h P -n f l-p  1 o r u l  .
s ?
rr/.
•-o-o—ue -iv is yot a. Ac,!'Ai5/-ic1 principle-
f° J . ' i i ' V i . f .. .  . .  £**•an— . cui u„j“0.'fartwi i.i»c fie par l/ic. j.ar or iiusure« -sstQ. ar.illough
■*.n a p p l y j . t  \;e e g.>jj. xim* •jurL.c~.v-os^riot.ly uC m o  uorm pur—
I > A .gtti '~j'
poses of nature and do not in i.- ohd-vo ur-o it for anything 'out
/rr i >.../
tho explanation .of. natural phenomena, altheiegfe-t/e do not pas3
"beyond the bounds oi nature, v;o yet jaufct-eo^ e-eive-as special
hind oi causality a causality which is not to be found in 
tt'.v/f "J
nature a- causelity-^M eh is fundament illy different from Uutoxw 
ial causality, KFor the receptivity for different forms over 
and above those which matter is capable of producing by virtue 
o f  such mechanism must be supplemented by a spontaneity of some 
cause - which cannot, therefore, be natter - as in its absence 
no reason can be assigned for those forms.” (c .of b., 4 1 1 ^
tv*t
It is important however that hoa&en should be careful in
taking such c. step anu should not explain as teleological overy
f(T dvX/ftiKp K'-V Muc-f hi’/  /V/d« ‘ o» ICA
te c h n iq u e  o f n a tu re ,  -o , &.■ -th e  fo r m a t iv s  ■•eag€^ity--41-^hnv^-n.jx
C adj^C h . f t  (U^. Lf-(5< r !<: if-ft. <df\Kb&, J itc -m  ««xs£j£y fViv4t-«wfl^o c y ’
regularly 'Constrtwt^ gr~bT^ og-;-t7hich--xnrc,--pvrpcigcr-T:erv3y'-'i^ Br-a*e-.
< M - «  / ^ ^ s A V - c -  tr ^ y -  / U  f i j + f u t t t f f f i  '■ / *  
l a t i o n  to -o u s—s\ppr ohaufton. '
”Bu.t to go so far as to exclude the teleological principle, 
an d  to want to keep always to--mere mechanism, even w here r e a s o n ,  
i n  its investigation into tho manner in which natural forms a r e  
r e n d e r e d  possible by their causes, finds a purposiveness of a 
character whose relation to a different type- of causality is 
a p p a re n t  beyond all denial, is equally unscientific. It i n -  
evitably sends Reason on a roving expedition among c a p a c i t i e s  
o f  n a tu r e  that are only cobwebs of tho brain and ^uite unthink­
a b l e ,  (muss die Vernunft -d ^ i^ o  phant&otisch und u a te r  h'atur- 
verm oegen , die sich gar nicht deni-ten lasson herumschweifend 
rnachen) i n  just the same way as a nor sly teleological mode of 
e x p la n a t io n  t h a t  pays no heed t o  the mechanism  of n a tu r e  snakes 
it v i s i o n a r y . ” 40 .of J t t - ^ 1 1 ) . ) (C & Z *  )
(1 ) 1 ml ni» T.arTiea i v enofte—f^giMaani -n/i
nfljPC+AT a - ^ B f f l s h a a a f l a m ) .  s a c  f r n v a ^  j ? .
if
i l l s  ,.2.1.1 bo u n d e rs to o d  by anyone ivho liar; r o a d
Hi-..- p re c e d in g  s e c t io n s  o f t h e  -D ia le c tic  o i  i d e o l o g i c a l  J u a g -
m.'i !-H
month y i^ro same iij.Ldcs iO> the  ro&u v l  o u r a a c t io n  an d  1  slxc.ll 
t h e r e f o r e  n o t  c o n c e rn  m y se lf w ith  ev ery  d e t a i l  o f  Kant* a Ju d g -
CC'X u Ii'tu / .
-moaa'irT
IU-
& a»t goes on t o  a ay  t h a t  m  .. 4 r..x x t o  <fcaci.-antL.jfto p-ttsaoh> c',-4 « >.'ti ita »r> /
t h in g - th e  two p r i n c i p l e s  c a n n o t be a p p l i e d  i n  c o n ju n c tio n s  .a 
p ro d u c t o f  n a tu r e  m a t  bo ju d g ed  by os e i„ h e r  a c c o rd in g  t o  th e  
m e c h a n ic a l o r  a c c o r l in ^  t o  th e  t e i e o l o j i c a l  p r i n c i p l e ,  l lx is  
p o in t  lias boon d is c u s s e d  p r e v io u s ly  i n  S e c t io n  G6  w here h a n t
ariy^nuns c-f
h a s  t o l d  us t h a t  th o s e  th in g s  w hich  v/o m ust r e g a r d  a s^ p u rp o se s  
o f  n a tu r e  ( o rg a a a ^ a gr )  a u n t  bo ju d g ed  t o l e o l o g i c a l l y  th r o u g h o u t• 
We c an n o t b u t  assum e t h a t  n o th in g  i n  th e n  i s  due t o  n e re -k ^  
m e c h a n ic a l c a u s e s ,  11 V/o have  no r e a s o n  f o r  assum ing th e  fo rm
o f  su c h  a  th in g  to  b e  s t i l l  p a r t l y  d ep en d en t on  b l in d  m echanism , 
f o r  w i th  su c h  c o n fu s io n  o f h e te ro g e n e o u s  p r i n c i p l e s  ever2*y r e ­
l i a b l e  r u l e  f o r  o o t ia & tin g  th in g s  would d i s a p p e a r ,7! (c . o f  J . .  
( 1)
8 7 7 ^ |
The human mind i s  a b s o lu te ly  in c a p a b le  o f  u n i t i n g  th e  
m ec h an ica l and  t e l e o l o g i e a l  modes o f e x p la n a t io n ,  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  
w h ich  i s  t o  u n i t e  them  m ust (and  we m ust assum e t h a t  th e y  a r e  
u l t i m a t e l y  u n i te d  ) Abe p la c e d  i n  a  s p h e re  o f  w hich we have  no 
know ledge v i a .  th e  s a p o r  s e n s i b l e ,  no m ust assum e t h a t  t h e r e  
i s  a  c o n n e c tio n  be tw een  th em ^  jp>r o th e rw is e  we sh o u ld  n o t  have 
th e  r i g h t  t o  employ f o r  th e  e x p la n a t io n  o f phenomena two a b s o l ­
u t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  p r i n c i p l e s .
"Sow th o  p r i n c i p l e  common to  th e  m e c h a n ic a l d e r i v a t i o n ,  
on th e  one h a n d , and  th e  t e l e o l o g i c a l ,  on th e  o th e r ,  i s  th e  
s u p e r s e n s ib l e ,  w hich we must in tro d u c e  a s  th e  b a s i s  o f  n a tu r e  as
(1 )  See above
/-  •' -y .
phenom enon, Buv 0 1 . x h i t. vie e r e  u n a b le  iron£; t h e o r e t i c a li
poin t; ox' view  to  fo rm  -oho s l i g h t e s t  p o s i t i v e  d e te rm in a te ' co n ­
c e p t io n  {B e y r i f x / ) ,  How t h e r e f o r e  i n  uhe l ic it'-  of. t h e  s u p e r ­
s e n s ib l e  a s  p r i n e i  l a ,  n a tu r e  i n  i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  law s c o n s t i t ­
u te s  a  ays t e a  a o r  u s ,  and  one c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  c o g n is e d  us 
p o s s ib le  1)0 tia on th e  p r i n c i p l e  o i‘ p ro d u c t io n  iro m  p h y s ic a l
Ac a u se s  and  on t a u t  ox p-ftrpobivtf c a u s e s ,  i s  a  m a t te r  w hich does 
no o auii.i ox e x p la in  io n ,  h a l  we Cux* s a y  i s  t lm t  ix  i t  
iiappens t h a t  o b j e c t s  ex' n a tu r e  p r e s e n t  th e m s e lv e s , whose p o s ­
s i b i l i t y  i s  in c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  c o n c e iv e d  by us on th e  p r i n c i p l e  
o r  m echanism  -  w hich h a s  a lw ays a  c la im  upon a  n a t u r a l  b e in g  -  
u n le s s  we r e l y  on t e l e o l o g i e s !  p r i n c i p l e s ,  i t  i s  th a n  t o  be 
presum ed t h a t  we may c o n f id e n t ly  s tu d y , n a t u r a l  law s on  l i n e s  
f o l lo w in g  b o th  r i n e i p l e s  -  a c c o rd in g  a s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  
t h e  n a t u r a l  p ro d u c t i s  c o g n iz a b le  ;o our- u n d e rs ta n d in g s  from  
one o r  o th e r  p r i n c i p l e  -  w ith o u t b e iu . d i s tu r b e d  by th e  a p p a re n t  
c o n f l i c t  i-hat a r i s e s  b e tw een  th e  p r i n c i p l e s  upon w hich oux* e s t i ­
m ate o f  th e  p ro d u c t io  fo rm ed . 3*’o r  we a r e  a t  l e a s t  a s s u r e d  
o f  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  ox b o th  b e in g  r e c o n c i l e d ,  even  o b je c t iv e ly 1, 
i n  a  s i n g l e  p r i n c i p l e ,  inasm uch a s  th e y  d e a l w i th  phenom ena, and  
th e s e  p re su p p o se  a  s u p e r s e n s ib le  t^ o r n d , 3 (C«o£ J . ,  4 l £ - d l 3 ^
V/hat i s  m ost im p o r ta n t h e re  i s  t n a t  we s e e  t h a t  K ant -be-
i^ . 0(aiJn dCix-vi
d jn av e s^ th a t v/hat u n i te s  u h s  two p r i n c i p l e s  i s  n e i t h e r  th e
m e c h a n ic a l n o r  t h e  t e l e o l o g i e a l  p r i n c i p l e .  B oth p r i n c i p l e s  a r e
v a l i d  o n ly  i n  t h e  e x p la n a t io n  ox’ phenomena and i t  i s  o n ly  b e -
1L>c a u se  th e y  a re  b o th  s u b je c t iv e  i n  a sense^ b e c a u se  th e y  a re  
c o n c e rn e d  o n ly  w ith  th e  w o rld  o f  a p p e a ra n c e s  t h a t  th e y  con  be 
r e c o n c i l e d  w ith  each  o th e r .
I n  t h e - p r e e o d i n g r - c g t r i l o x i h  TT ~ol,lLcn  o eomod ao- i f  K a n t »■«
o p in io n  was t h a t  t o i e o l o g i o a l  e a u s a l i  iy  c o u ld  "bo u l t i m j o l y  
r  o&ueo&'I?©..m eehunio& l c a u s a l i t y ,  ub t h i s  i s  ..not so  and a s
IdOit w i l l  t e l l  aa" l a i o r  i n  o u r s e c t io n ^ t i fo  bai l s  o f  t h e  
c o m p a t ib i l i ty  of oho two p2*ifts4 pXee l i a s  i n  w hat i s  n e i t h e r  
th e  one n o r l i e  o th g r - f 'n e i th e r  meehanl&maiigr f i n a l  nexus 
(Zv,'eokver^nttO$i'-ang;) -he s u p e r s e n s ib le  su h s tx -a te  ’of^-natua’e w hich  
S h u t ou t from  o u r v iew .
I t  i s  on ly  b e c a u se  v/e assum e th e  e x i t  je n e e  o f  a
A.Cf rl'.jC /ftvtSif
s u p e r s e n s ib le  w o rld  t h a t  we nave to  c o n t r a s t  phenomena th e y
-> A
a r c  i n  them selves^  t n a t  i t  cun  be  made i n t e l l i g i b l e ^  how wo can  
make u se  o f  p ;,:q p r i i i c i p l e s  w hich we f in d , i t  im p o s s ib le  t o  u n i t e .  
I f  t h e  th in g s  a s  we .know th o u  w ere nhe  t i l in g s  i n  th e m se lv e s
/wVvvv (\Jytx4
a n  in s o lu b le  antinom y b e tw ee n  th e  two mb don o f e x p la rErirton 
w ould  a r i s e .  As i t  i s ,  how ever , t i l l s  an tinom y i s  o n ly  a p p a r ­
e n t .
I t  i s  p e r f e c t l y  i n t e l l i g i b l e  why th e  hucis.ii mind a c c o rd in g  
to  t h e  f i n i t e  c h a ra c o o r  o f i t s  know ledge c a n  y.c u i r o  and employ 
two d i f f e r e n t  p r i n c i p l e s  f o r  th e  e x p la n a t io n  o r  t h in g s .  " I n  
th e  room o f w hat i s  r e g a rd e d , by us a t  l e a s t ,  ,*s o n ly  p o s s ib l e  
by  d e s ig n , m echanism  c a n n o t be assum ed, a n d  i n  t h e  room o f  what 
i s  c o g n is e d  a s  n o e o ssa ry  i n  a cc o rd a n c e  w ith  m echanism , su ch  
c o n tin g e n c y  a s  w ould r e q u i r e  a n  p u rp o se  a s  i t s  d e te rm in in g  
g ro u n d  c an n o t be  assum ed ."  (C .o f  J . ,
Owing t o  t h e  f i n i t u d e  o f human know ledge we c a n  n e v e r  be  
c e r t a i n  a s  t o  how^mooh^nisia n a n  c o n tr ib u te s  to w a rd s  th e  p ro d u c ­
t i o n  o f  th in g s^ a n d  th e r e f o r e  i t  i s  o u r d u ty  t o  e x p la in  m at­
e r i a l  phenomena a c c o rd in g  t o  m eohen icc l p r i n c i p l e s  a s  4i*eh a s  
l i e s  i n  our pow er. B u t i t  i s  e q u a lly  c e r t a i n  t h a t  no m a t te r  
w hat p ro g re s s  we may make w ith  m ec h an ica l e x p la n a t io n s  we m ust 
ju d g e  c e r t a i n  o b je c ts  t e l e o l o ^ i c a l l y . M echan ica l e x p la n a t io n
M o  «*•
w i l l  a lw ays re m a in  in a d e q u a te  f o r  t i l in g s  t h a t  we r e c o g n is e  a s
p u rp o se s  oi' n n t u r e .  "Bov/ t h i s  i s  t h e  s o u rc e  o f  a  p r i v i l e g e
a n d , owing to  th e  im p o rta n c e  o i t h e  s tu d y  o i  n a tu r e  on the 
l i n e s  o f  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o i  m echanism  f o r  th e  t h e o r e t i c a l  em­
p loym en t o f  o u r iio a so n , th e  so u rc e  a l s o  o f a  d u ty ,  we may and 
s h o u ld  e x p la in  a l l  p ro d u c ts  and  e v e n ts  o f  n a tu r e ,  even th e  m ost 
p u rp o s iv e ,  so  f a r  a s  i n  o u r power l i e s ,  on m ec h an ica l l i n e s  -  
an d  i t  i s  im p o s s ib le  f o r  us t o  a s s ig n  th e  l i m i t s  oi* o u r pow ers 
when c o n fin e d  to  th o  p u r s u i t  oi' i n - u i r i e s  o f  t h i s  k in d . B ut i n  
so  do in /; we m ust nevox* lo s e  s i g h t  ox* xiie f a c t  t h a t  among su c h
p ro d u c ts  t h e r e  a r e  th o s e  w h ich  we c a n n o t even s u b je c t  t o  i n v e s ­
t i g a t i o n  e x ce p t u n d e r th e  c o n c e p tio n  o f a  p u rp o se  o f  lteaso n  
( a l l e i n  unt e r  dom B o g r i i i e  von  Zweeke d o r Y e rn u n f t ) .  T h e s e , 
i f  we r e s p e c t  th e  e s s e n t i a l  n a tu r e  o f  o u r R eason , we a r e  
o b l ig e d ,  d e s p i te  th o s e  m ec h an ica l c a u s e s ,  t o  s u b o rd in a te  i n  
t h e  l a s t  r e s o r t  to  c a u s a l i t y  a c c o rd in g  to  p u rp o s e s • " (C . o f  J . . 
4 1 b ^
